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The Principles and Teachings of the Dialectical 
Theology. 
(Concluded.) 


Dialecticalism, a branch of Calvinism, vitiates the chief article of 
the Christian religion, the doctrine of justification by faith. It does 
injury to the cor ecclesiae. The article of the grace of God in Christ, 
of justification by faith, gives the Church its life; in terms of 
dogmatics, it forms the material principle of Christian theology. 
Calvinism, however, makes “the dogma of God’s eternal election the 
cor ecclesiae, the heart of the Church.” Furthermore, by taking the 
heart out of the means of grace in denying that they confer the 
forgiveness of sins, it renders justification by faith chimerical. And, 
finally, Reformed theology impugns the article of justification by 
faith directly. 


1) Reformed theology has a pronounced legalistic cast, extending 
even to the all-important doctrine of justification. The Reformed 
theologian, to whom obedience to the Law of the sovereign Lord is the 
chief consideration, stresses sanctification to the detriment of justifi- 
cation by faith, without works. Living in a legalistic atmosphere, he 
is unable to keep legal concepts out of the sphere of justification, 
salvation through faith alone. “The works of the Law,” which have 
absolutely nothing to do with the sinner’s justification and cannot 
form the basis of the assurance of salvation, are continually intruding. 
Where the Gospel alone should be heard, the Law is permitted to say 
something. And sanctification, which has its place after justification, 
is placed beside, is mingled with, justification, thus warping and 
distorting the chief article. Reformed theology is unable to pronounce 
the words “salvation without works” as strongly, sharply, and dis- 
tinctly as Scripture does and the need of the sinner requires. The 
Lutherans have always noticed this defect. Luther pointed it out: 


“‘Tust so Satan at the present time, through the enthusiasts, mixes 
26 
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up Law and promise, faith and works, tortures the poor consciences, 
keeps them from sharply dividing the Law and the Gospel, drives 
and chases them into the Law and spreads out a net, which is: This 
do; this do not. If I here do not well distinguish between Moses and 
Christ, I am and remain captive, cannot get free, but must despair” 
(IX, 805). The Lutheran of March 1, 1928, said the same thing: 
“The Congregationalists, Disciples, and others, including Methodists 
and Presbyterians, while acknowledging Jesus Christ as Lord and 
Savior, nevertheless present Him rather as an advance on Moses than 
as One who fulfils Moses for us and does for us that which Moses 
could never do. Christianity with them tends more and more to 
become legalistic, and the Gospel a new Law rather than a proclama- 
tion of grace, of forgiveness of sins.” Nor do the Reformed resent 
this charge. They are conscious of their legalistic cast; only they 
do not view it as a defect, but as the normal mold. In his Verglei- 
chende Darstellung des lutherischen und reformierten Lehrbegriffs 
the Reformed theologian M. Schneckenburger is most outspoken on 
this point: “As definitely as the Reformed exclude works from the 
negotium iustificationis, as an affair between God and the sinner, just 
as definitely they condition the sinner’s assurance of his justification 
on this, that he practise good works, exercise himself in the new 
obedience. ... This entire view is intolerable to the Lutheran. This, 
that a person becomes certain of his own faith through the exercise 
of his will, through his good works, would mean to him the loss of 
all the confidence of faith, would condemn him to new unrest, which 
is always the result of work-service, and doubt concerning his justifi- 
eation.... With the Lutherans the salus as eternal salvation is the 
immediate result of iustificatio and filiatio and contained therein 
potentially; with the Reformed the possessio salutis is something not 
yet given by the zus which justification grants, but is to be realized 
through works. ... As with the Reformed salvation is obtained 
through faith in that it actually performs good works, so justification 
as the assurance of the state of grace is effected through faith in that 
it produces the fruits of repentance. The mortificatio and vivificatio, 
the actual conversion, is the activity directed on man’s inward being, 
just as the bona opera constitute his outward activity, by which alone 
one can become sure of his faith” (I, p. 40 f. 268; II, 131). That is 
a true presentation of the Reformed doctrine. The Shorter Catechism 
(Presbyterian) says: “To escape the wrath and curse of God, due to 
us for sin, God requireth of us faith in Jesus Christ, repentance unto 
iife, with the diligent use of all the outward means, etc. What is faith 
in Jesus Christ? Faith in Jesus Christ is a saving grace whereby 
we receive, and rest upon, Him alone for salvation. ... What is 
repentance unto life? Repentance unto life is a saving grace whereby 
a sinner out of a true sense of his sin and apprehension of the mercy 
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of God in Christ doth with grief and hatred of his sin turn from it 
unto God, with full purpose of, and endeavor after, new obedience” 
(Qus. 85—87). The Shorter Catechism cannot say distinctly and 
plainly “salvation without works.” It halts and stammers: Faith is 
a saving grace together with repentance and the new obedience. 
Calvin can say at times very distinctly that man is justified without 
the deeds of the Law. He says distinctly: “Not that repentance is 
properly the cause of salvation” (Jnst., III, 3, § 21). But when 
enlarging on the matter, he permits legal concepts to intrude, and he 
speaks in this wise: “When once the thought that God will one day 
ascend His tribunal to take account of all words and actions has taken 
possession of his mind, it will not allow him to rest or have one 
moment’s peace, but will perpetually urge him to adopt a different 
plan of life that he may be able to stand securely at the judgment- 
seat” (§ 7). “Christ came to call sinners, but to call them to repen- 
tance. He was sent to bless the unworthy, but by ‘turning away every 
one’ ‘from his iniquities.’?... Here, however, it is to be observed that 
repentance is not made a condition in such a sense as to be a founda- 
tion for meriting pardon; nay, it rather indicates the end at which 
they must aim if they would obtain favor, God having resolved to 
take pity on men for the express purpose of leading them to repent” 
(§ 20). What is Calvin saying? Man is saved without the deeds of 
the Law. Absolutely? Well, no; tf he would obtain favor, he must 
turn away from his iniquities. Calvinism cannot keep the good works 
out of the matter of justification. It has not kept the article of 
justification by faith alone intact. (Cp. Conc. THEoL. MrHty., 1934, 
p. 497 ff.) 

And in this matter Neo-Calvinism is in full accord with the 
parent system. “The ethical question is the supreme question of all 
life,” declares Brunner (Theology of Crisis, p. 68), and therefore the 
supreme question in justification. ‘How hopelessly men must have 
misunderstood the Reformation if they have not seen that the doc- 
trine of justification through faith alone does not mean merely com- 
fort and reassurance for the burdened conscience, but above all the 
creation of a new moral individual, of the ‘workman’ who not only 
ought to do good works, but wills to do them.” (The Mediator, 
p. 600.) Surely, surely, fides nunquam est sola; justification by faith 
“means” a life of holiness and willing obedience, but it takes a 
legalistic mind to say that justification by faith means above all the 
creation of a new moral dividual. The evangelical theologian declares 
that justification means above all comfort and reassurance for the 
burdened conscience — and means only that. That is to say, when you 
deal with the burdened conscience, say not one word about works. 
Wait till the sinner has been comforted by the sweet Gospel of free 
forgiveness; then he is ready for the article of sanctification. But 
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the legalist cannot wait that long. He must speak of works. For 
the ethical question is the chief consideration. And so he can speak 
of justification only with a halting, stammering tongue. So com- 
pletely is he dominated by the legalistic spirit that he is able to 
write these words: “The whole Gospel of Jesus Christ is the exposi- 
tion of the First Commandment: ‘I am the Lord, thy God; thou 
shalt have none other gods but Me.... All is not well with the 
Church . . . when she says that this commandment is only Law, and 
what matters most is that the Gospel shall be preached.’ There is no 
other Gospel than this ‘Law’ itself” (p.591). The ethical question 
is the supreme question. Therefore: “Repentance” (in the Reformed 
sense: mortificatio, vivificatio) “and faith are the same thing. 
Both mean the cessation of the false independence of man and his 
return to the original attitude of dependence. This return is the 
only thing which has an independent moral value... Faith is 
obedience, — nothing else, —literally nothing else at all” (pp. 609. 
592). Surely, surely, faith has an ethical quality. But that does not 
constitute its supreme importance. Faith saves because it accepts 
the promise. But Brunner cannot see this as the chief thing. 
Legalism has distorted his sight. Works continually obtrude — into 
the article of justification. “God marks us as His own possession and 
gives us His holiness. He does it by His word alone, and we are in 
the new life because He says we are and we believe His assurance. 
If you believe, you are and you have what God says. The acceptance 
of God’s gift through faith zs the creation of the new man, the second 
birth. This miracle Paul calls justification by faith.” (The Theology 
of Crisis, p.'75.) Surely God gives us His holiness. But Paul does 
not call this miracle justification by faith. 

Barth differs from Brunner on various matters, but not on this 
point. He engages in the same kind of work mongering. He finds 
fault with the Lutherans for assigning to the good works a subordinate 
position. The Augsburg Confession wasted too much time on the 
question whether and in what respect faith includes good works. 
“The Reformed assign to faith the same central position as Luther. 
However, the core of the Reformed faith is not this, that faith is 
fiducia, though the Reformed say this, too, with Luther, but this, that 
it is God’s gift; consequently the obedience to the demands of this 
same God occupies an independent and equally important position. }) 
The laborious perquisitions of the Augsburg Confession as to whether 
and in what relation faith and good works do not exclude, but include 
each other mean nothing here.” Sanctification must be pushed more 
into the foreground! On this same page (Das Wort Gottes, etc., p. 207) 


1) Faith occupies the central position— and obedience to the Law 
of God an equally important position? Barth wants to say the right 
thing; but interrupted by his legalistic mind, he begins to stammer. 
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occurs the statement that the Reformed are concerned with more 
than “the specific monkish quest after the gracious God.” Barth’s 
concern for magnifying the importance of sanctification also prompted 
the statement on page 209: “Die allzu resignierte Interpretation 
der commumio sanctorum in der Augustana, die von heiligen MEN- 
SCHEN GAR NICHTS wissen will, hat Calvin mit Bewusstsein NICHT 
mitgemacht.” And as a result of this same concern he is forever 
mingling sanctification and justification, Law and Gospel. In his 
“Declaration” of Jan. 3 and 4, 1934, adopted by a confessional synod 
in Germany, treating in Article IV of the Message of the Church, 
Thesis 2 declares: “The free grace by which God comes to our help is 
the promise of the presence (realized through the power of the Holy 
Ghost) of Jesus Christ as the Lord, who became for us a servant, 
for the purpose of putting our old life to death and bringing to light 
our new life’; and Thesis 3: “The gift of grace is this, that we 
become Christ’s own. In Him we are justified through the miracle of 
faith, which ever accepts the forgiveness of our sins wrought by Him. 
And in Him we are sanctified through the miracle of obedience, which 
ever submits to judgment and to the Law and command given by 
Him.” The annotation to Thesis 2 states: “Following Calvin, we 
here declare: Grace means justification and sanctification. Gospel 
and Law are not to be viewed as two things originating from different 


sources. Since grace is forgiveness, it claims us.... We hear the 
Law of God together with the Gospel; you must not separate the 
two. On this point I am much disturbed by the Lutheran attitude.2) 


2) Barth cannot be referring to such Lutheran statements as these: 
“When we are out of the matter of justification, we cannot sufficiently 
praise and magnify those works which are commanded of God. For who 
can sufficiently command and set forth the profit and fruit of only one 
work which a Christian doeth through faith and in faith? Indeed, it is 
more precious than heaven or earth.” (Luther on Gal. 3,22; IX, 442 f.) 
“I would not give one of my sermons, one of my lectures, one of my 
writings, one of my Lord’s Prayers, nay, whatever small work I ever 
have done or am doing, for all the riches of the world, yea, I prize it higher 
than my life.’ (XIV, 311. Luther’s Psalm of Good Works.) Barth must 
be referring to statements such as these: “The true knowledge of Christ, 
faith, disputeth not whether thou hast done good works to righteousness 
or evil works to condemnation, but simply concludeth after this sort: 
If thou have done good works, thou art not therefore justified; or if thou 
have done evil works, thou art not therefore condemned.” (On Gal. 5, 
4—9; IX, 619.) “The Holy Spirit follows this method: He brings first 
of all the grace of Christ to me and does not point to the works.... He 
does not urge first of all the works, but takes you first of all to God by 
means of His sweet words and grace, does not direct you so soon to good 
works; but afterwards you will find plenty of good works to do for your 
neighbor. Christ first takes care of the conscience; when the conscience 
has been healed through faith in God, then He also shows what works are 
to be done for the neighbor; He begins by magnifying faith and pushes 
the works back. This they [the enthusiasts] cannot grasp.” (XI, 1713 f.) 
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Pastor Vogel, too, slights sanctification too much: He that says faith 
must also say obedience; he that says Gospel must also say Law.” 
Yes, surely, obedience inevitably follows upon faith. When you say 
faith, you say obedience. But when you speak of fides iustificans, 
do not say one word about obedience. Paul did not. He said that 
“God justifieth the ungodly,’ Rom. 4,5. If you cannot wait so long 
and must speak of sanctification at once, if you think you must give 
sanctification its due by dragging it into the article of justification, 
you are falsifying the chief article. — This matter is fully treated in 
an article that appeared in the ConcorpiA THEOLOGICAL MonTHLYy, 
November, 1935, dealing with the “confessional synods” and “the 
Barthian Declaration.” What is wrong with Barthianism and 
Calvinism is thus stated: “Of what use is it to try, with Barth and 
Calvin, to safeguard the article of justification” (by declaring un- 
reservedly for the sola fide) “if in the next moment one cancels such 
declarations through wrong emphasis?” (p. 843).3) 


3) The legalistic attitude of the Reformed, which stresses the holy 
life overmuch, is due to the dominating principle of Calvinism, which 
places the sovereignty of God, not the grace of God in Christ, in the fore- 
ground. The first concern of the Lutheran, burdened by the sense of God’s 
wrath and crushed by the Law of the sovereign Lord, is the Gospel of the 
grace of God in Christ. The first concern of the Calvinist is: I must keep 
the Law of God. Under the influence of the Gospel he cannot help saying 
that faith in Christ is the one chief thing; but swayed by the central 
dogma of his theology, he ends by saying that the ethical question is the 
supreme question of life. The theology which places the sovereignty of 
God in the center inevitably produces a legalistic mind. Here is a typical 
Reformed pronouncement, which clearly shows how the Reformed mind 
works in this matter. In a recent book, The Sermon on the Mount, 
W. Hendriksen states: “The man who builds his house upon the rock is 
a picture of the individual who not only hears the Gospel of the Kingdom, 
the proclamation of the will of the Father, but who also acts upon it, 
realizing that his life will have abiding value only then when it is built 
upon the solid foundation of the doing of God’s will, the joyful 
recognition of God’s sovereignty. ... Either the fundamental prin- 
ciple of your life is the cheerful recognition of God’s sovereignty, the 
doing of God’s will through the grace of God and out of gratitude, 
so that you are building on the Rock Christ, or your house (i. e., your life) 
has no foundation at all.” The Sermon on the Mount emphasizes “the one 
fundamental principle of Christianity, the very essence and the root-idea 
of the ‘kingdom of God, namely, obedience to the will of God, joyful 
recognition of God’s sovereignty” (pp. 244—248. Italics and boldface as 
in the original). W. Walther is simply summarizing the foregoing when 
he says: “The Reformed can see God only as the sovereign Lord, with 
whom obedience to His commands is the one important matter” (Lehrbuch 
der Symbolik, p.248). And F. Pieper has correctly diagnosed the case 
thus: “Since the Calvinists teach the particular grace and the immediate 
operation of grace” (features of the dogma of the sovereignty of God and 
of the absolute will), “they are driven to direct the consciences smitten 
by the Law to base the assurance of God’s gracious will not on the means 
of grace, but on the gratia infusa, on the inner transformation, that is, 
on sanctification and good works” (Christliche Dogmatik, III, 291). 
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2) The dialecticalists teach justification by faith. But, finally, 
what is this faith? Is it faith or works? We have not the time now 
to ask what Barth means exactly when he describes faith as “the 
leap into the void” (“der Sprung ins Leere,’ Roemerbrief, p. 74), 
what Brunner means when he says: “It should be a venture, an act 
in which the soul really steps out into the unknown” (p. 335). Nor 
will we ask Brunner to define his statement that “faith depends on 
the Word of God alone” (p.301). He has already told us what 
“Word” means in his theology. It is a rather indefinite quantity of 
a rather nebulous quality. When the dialecticalist says that faith 
depends on, and deals with, God’s Word, he does not speak in terms of 
Lutheran theology, does not mean that faith grasps the forgiveness 
of sins offered and given in the Gospel and the Sacraments. But 
what we are now asking is: Do the Reformed conceive of faith as 
“faith” or as “works”? At bottom and in line with their legalistic 
predisposition they see the value and virtue of faith in its moral 
quality. The Calvinists of the old school teach: “Being a proclama- 
tion of the terms on which God is willing to save sinners and an 
exhibition of the duty of fallen man in relation to that plan, the 
Gospel of necessity binds all those who are in the condition which 
the plan contemplates. It is in this respect analogous to the Moral 
Law.” “The terms of admission into this spiritual kingdom are faith 
and repentance” (Ch. Hodge, Syst. Theol., II, 642.601). The Neo- 
Calvinists speak the same language. Brunner says: “Faith is 
obedience, — nothing else, —literally nothing else at all” (p. 592). 
Paul, too, calls faith obedience, meaning, however, that faith joyfully 
accepts what the Gospel freely promises and unconditionally offers, 
while Brunner means that faith obeys the Gospel as a proclamation 
laying down certain terms and prescribing a certain line of conduct. 
Note, too, that, while Hodge describes the Gospel only as “analogous 
to the Moral Law,” Brunner says that “there is no other Gospel than 
this ‘Law’ (the First Commandment) itself” (p. 591). And Barth does 
not hesitate to say that “Moses preached also the Gospel as Law” 
(Das Wort Gottes, etc., p. 208). What is faith? Brunner answers: 
“Tt is man’s return to the original attitude of dependence” (p. 609). 
And Barth answers: “Der Glaube — das ist die Bedingung. Keine 
andere, als die schon Mose stellte. Nichts anderes als die von uns 
immer als gefordert gewusste, immer wieder abgelehnte Unterwerfung 
unter die Gerechtigkeit Gottes (10,3). (Roemerbrief, on 10, 9—11.) 
Does the dialectical theology leave the article of justification by faith 
intact? Does it teach justification “by faith’? 


The dialectical theology, then, contains, yes, and stresses, im- 
portant elements of Christian theology. It teaches the total corrup- 
tion of man and aims to teach salvation by grace alone, as Calvinism 
has always done. Besides, it combats valiantly the error of Modern- 
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ism, Immanentalism, the self-sufficiency of man, and insists that the 
saving knowledge must come from above, that nothing can save man 
but the Word of God. This accounts for the favorable reception it 
has been enjoying. We can understand why a generation which has 
been sickened by the arrogance of Modernism is pleased to see the 
proud impostor laid low. For this the dialectical theology is held in 
high regard. “Providentially a great uprising against the intellectual 
pride, the cock-sureness, and the spiritual decadence of the rational- 
istic poverty which Immanentalism and Naturalism have produced, 
has appeared in an important school of divine transcendence. 
Barthianism has created a new situation, full of promise. It is more 
than a protest. It is an insistence that man’s knowledge of spiritual 
things must come from a downward movement in which God reveals 
Himself and them. ... Here Barthianism takes its impregnable 
stand. ... Surely Barthianism has the cure for such toploftiness 
that takes itself so seriously.” (Personality and the Trinity, by John 
B. Champion [Baptist], pp. 23. 81.193.) And to those who have ex- 
perienced, or see men experiencing, the futility of the theologies that 
spring from man’s own ego the Barthian emphasis on the majesty 
and authoritativeness of God’s Word is most heartening. 


On the other hand, the dialectical theology is fraught with great 
dangers. It wields an evil influence. Is it “bringing back German 
theology from speculative labyrinths to the Bible itself’? The 


dialecticalists frequently appeal to the Bible as God’s Word, and that 
appeal tends to set men on the right path; but then comes the fatal 
assertion that the Bible itself is not absolutely God’s Word. And such 
a theology cannot but lead away from God’s Word, the Bible. It is on 
this account that large groups of Reformed Christians — they have 
been labeled here in America and also by the Barthians in Europe as 
Fundamentalists — warn against the dialectical theology. ‘Brunner 
has definitely rejected the authority of the ‘Thus saith the Lord’ of 
Scripture.” (Bibliotheca Sacra, 1935, p. 360.) And The Presbyterian 
points out that Barthianism cannot radically cure men of Mod- 
ernism. “Readers of Barthian books who have in places been im- 
pressed with the outspoken evangelicalism of much of the thought 
have at the same time been puzzled by asides which are quite incon- 
sistent with the main theses. While describing an organum of 
Christian thought which is radically supernatural in many respects 
and which, to mean anything, must rest upon the solid verities of 
a revelation which is articulate and definite with respect to the nature 
of the Bible, the validity of the great facts concerning Christ, the 
reality of sin, and the satisfaction which Christ wrought in His 
death, we sometimes find these writers edging away from definite 
declarations just where they are most in order. It is very confusing. 
But we believe the confusion is also in the writers themselves. They 
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have been compelled to take hold of premises which are leading them 
straight back to orthodox Christianity, and they do not altogether 
like it. Thus the Barthian shows some traces of that Humanism 
which he attacks so strenuously.” (December 19, 1935.) The dialec- 
ticalists have, in short, abandoned the formal principle of Protes- 
tantism. The old-school Calvinists see that. Lutheran theologians 
should not be praising Brunner as “a staunch proponent of the 
theology of the Reformation.” They should not say: “What, then, 
shall we say of Karl Barth? Surely we must admit that he speaks 
truth when he calls this theology a theology of the Word. And any 
teaching based so completely on the living Word and holding itself 
always open to correction by that Word may be in error at some 
points, but offers the constant possibility of having its own error cor- 
rected by further study of the Word.” Barth’s theology is not a 
theology of the Word of the Bible. And he is not open to correction 
by the Word of the Bible; the Bible must submit to be corrected 
by him. The formal principle fares badly with the dialecticalists. 
And we have seen how badly the material principle of the Christian 
religion fares with them. Men have no right to introduce Barth and 
Brunner as the restorers of the theology of the Reformation. Why, 
the dialecticalists themselves repudiate that title. The dialecticalist 
A. Keller will say at times that the dialectical theology is calling the 
Lutherans back to Luther and the Reformed Church back to Calvin 
(Karl Barth and Christian Unity, p.81); but when he uses precise 
language, he says: “If we describe the movement as Neo-Calvinism 
or Neo-Lutheranism, we must keep in mind the fact that something 
has come alive in Continental theology which is not simply a repeti- 
tion of the old Calvinistic or Lutheran thought forms” (Religion and 
Revolution, p.53). The implication is that the dialectical theology 
has cast the old thoughts into better forms, that it is an improvement 
of the theclogy of the Reformation. 

The truth of the matter is that the dialectical theology has cast 
overboard much of the old Calvinistic theology which is good and 
never had what is the best in the Lutheran theology.) 


4) A recent publication, Das Eschatologische Denken der Gegenwart 
(von Dr. Folke Holmstroem, Dozent der systematischen Theologie an der 
Universitaet in Lund. 1936), came to our desk since the above was written. 
The following excerpts from chapters V and VI touch on some of the 
matters we have been discussing. Quoting Barth: “Wer sagen kann, da, 
wo die Bibel uns hinfuehre, set schliesslich nur ein grosses Nein zu hoeren, 
ein grosses Loch zu sehen, der beweist damit nur, dass er DAHIN noch nicht 
gefuehrt worden ist. Dieses Nein ist eben Ja. DiESES Gericht ist Gnade. 
DriesE Verurteilung ist Vergebung. Dieser Tod ist Leben. Diese Hoelle 
ist Himmel.... Weil Gott ja zu uns sagt, darum muessen wir so radikal, 
so unentrinnbar im Nein stehen.... Wir wuerden nicht verneinen, wenn 
uns nicht die Realitaet des Ja so stark beunruhigte” (Gesammelte Vor- 
traege, I, 114 f. 147. 72), the author states: “Warum hat denn Barth 
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eine philosophische Paradoxmacherei der Begriffe zum Ausdrucksmittel 
seiner christlichen Verkuendigung gewaehlt, die darin glaenzt, Gegensaetze 
widereinander auszuspielen, die sich dann gegenseitig wieder aufheben? 
Gerade dieses nie abschliessende Spiel mit logischen Widerspruechen soll 
die Theologie hindern, ALLZU SICHEREN BESCHEID ZU GEBEN. Die dialek- 
tische Methode, im der die Position in Negation und die Negation in Posi- 
tion wmschlaegt, ist allein geeignet, die Spannung des persoenlichen Glau- 
bens, die existenzielle Entscheidung widerzuspiegeln. Die Dialektik, dieses 
an sich aeusserst vieldeutige Wort, wird bei Barth zum vieldeutig variierten 
Mittel, das religioese Denken an der Erstarrung in eindeutig fixierte Be- 
griffe zu hindern, welche die Illusion vortaeuschen koennten, EINE RELI- 
GIOESE WAHRHEIT ALS SICHEREN BEsiITz zu haben. ... Bei einer solchen 
Denkweise kann man aber NIEMALS EINEN DEFINITIVEN Bescheid erhalten, 
weil er sofort auch durch gerade entgegengesetzte, der Form nach gleich 
kategorische Aussagen aufgehoben werden kann. (Vgl. G. Heinzelmann: 
‘Man muss sich nicht wundern, dass er [Barth] nie da steht, wo man ihn 
sucht’.) Eine Dogmatik, die im Prinzip als ihr Ideal die ‘Aufhebung aller 
Dogmatik’ proklamiert (Ges. Vortr., I, 84), spricht sich durch eine solche 
intellektuelle Selbstaufgabe wissenschaftliche Berechtigung ab. ... Aber 
die Methode fuehrt auch religioese Gefahren mit sich. Die Anwendung der 
Dialektik als Methode der Theologie dient im Grunde demselben Zweck wie 
die Bestimmung des Glaubens als einer ausschliesslich eschatologischen 
Groesse: Karl Barth WILL DEN MENSCHEN DER MOEGLICHKEIT BERAUBEN, 
DEN HEILSBESITZ SCHON IN DIESEM LEBEN ZU BEHAUPTEN.... Wie oft 
auch Luther von ihm zitiert wird, es ist leicht zu merken, dass er von der 
calvinischen Atmosphaere bestimmt ist. Seine Abgrenzung gegen Luthers 
volles Evangelium tritt mit besonders praegnanter Anschaulichkeit zutage, 
da er in seiner Dogmatik von 1927 zum ersten Male sein ganzes theo- 
logisches System umreisst. Wie Gottes Majestaet Gottes Liebe ueberge- 
ordnet wird, so erhaelt der Glaube gemaess der Tradition der reformierten 
Dogmatik den Gehorsam nebengeordnet.... Vgl. P.Althaus (Zeitschr. f. 
sys. Theol., I, 1924, 8.770): ‘Bei Barth ist das “Wort Gottes” ja keine 
inhaltliche Bekundung, auf die es gewagt werden darf, sondern nur ein 
anderer Ausdruck fuer das Ende aller Menschenmoeglichkeiten. Dieses 
Nein als Ja verstanden — das ist bei Barth das “Wort Gottes.”’ Besonders 
8S. 773—776 betont Althaus den Abstand zwischen Barth und Luther... . 
Wie ergreifend aber auch K. Barth den unbedingten Ernst des Gerichts 
verkuenden kann, im Grunde hat er ihm seine Spitze abgebrochen. Denn 
er wird durch seine ungeschichtliche Zeitlosigkeitsspekulation gezwungen, 
das Gericht Gottes ALS GESCHICHTLICHES ENDGERICHT wegzuerklaeren. 
Wie nahe auch Gottes Reich sein mag — es kann ja in die Zeit nicht herein- 
brechen, ohne gleichzeitig dialektisch aufgehoben zu werden! Darum wer- 
den letztlich Gottes Wirksamkeit und der Ernst seines Gerichtes fuer den 
Menschen ungefaehrlich. Auch kann ja die eschatologische Erwartung auf 
die Dauer nicht in krampfhafter Spannung festgehalten werden. Barth 
duerfte uebersehen haben, dass man nur etwas erwarten kann, das wirklich 
in der Zeit bevorsteht. Die erwartungsvolle Spannung muss geradezu 
verfluechtigt und aufgeloest werden, wenn die Parusie Realitaet nur als 
zeitloses Symbol fuer den unendlichen Ewigkeitsernst in jeder ewxistentiellen 
Situation besitzt und nicht die Gewissheit bedeutet, dass Gottes Ratschluss 
in einer unausweichlichen Zukunft einmal endgueltig werden wird, dass 
DIE GNADENZEIT EINE ZEITLICH FIXIERTE GRENZE HAT... . Die konkrete 
Zeitbestimmtheit und die inhaltlich bestimmte Gerichtstat sind durch 
dialektische Kunststuecke wegerklaert worden. ... Weil Brunner also 
unter dem Hinfluss der Werttheorie der neukantischen Marburger Schule 
den Gottesglauben der Bibel mit der zeitlosen Gueltigkeit des Wahrheits- 
wertes gleichstellt, muss er zu einem fuer den christlichen Offenbarungs- 
glauben recht fatalen Schluss kommen: ‘DARUM KANN MAN NICHT BEIDES 
ERNST NEHMEN, GOTT UND DIE GESCHICHTE (Erl. Erk. Glaube, 8.112). ... 
Der Ausgangspunkt seines [Barths] systematischen Denkens ist das Wort 
Gottes im der aktuellen Bedeutung des unmittelbaren Anspruchs an den 
Menschen in dem wagnisvollen Jetzt. ‘Das Wort Gottes ist der Bund 
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Gottes mit dem Menschen in seinem aktuellen Vollzug’ (Ges. Vortr., II, 
204). Als ewxistentielles Geschehen DARF DIE OFFENBARUNG NICHT ZU 
EINEM GEGEBENEN DATUM OBJEKTIVIERT WERDEN. ... Hine ‘Theologie des 
Wortes,’ die zum Ausgangspunkt ein Ausserhalb der historisch bekannten 
Offenbarung hat, verraet damit, dass das tragende Prinzip der Theologie 
nicht die geschichtlich gegebene Offenbarung, sondern EINE ZEITLOSE, 
SPEKULATIVE METAPHYSIK IST.” It will do no harm to add the following, 
taken from the address on the condition of the Church in Norway, by 
Dr. Olaf Moe, at the Lutheran World Convention in Paris, as published in 
the A. #.L.K., January 10, 1936: “Hin junger Pfarrer hat im vorigen 
Jahre einen fulminanten Angriff auf die Theologie K.Barths veroeffent- 
licht. ... Hr bezichtigt Barth fuer nicht weniger als heidnischen Pam- 
theismus und fuer Leugnung aller Artikel des christlichen Glaubens. Und 
der Dogmatiker der Gemeindefakultaet, Professor Hallesby, der frueher 
eine mehr vermittelnde Haltung zu Barth eingenommen hat, hat ihm nun 
in einer Rezension zugestimmt wnd den Barthianismus als einen neuen 
; ; ” 
Typus der liberalen Theologie gebrandmarkt. on 
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Qn einem langeren Artifel, der fiirglich in der Beitfdrift Bzblio- 
theca Sacra erjfdien unter dem Titel “The Lost Chord in Current 
Protestantism”, findet fich gleid) gu Anfang ein Wbfchnitt, der betitelt 
ijt “Loss of Certainty”. Da lefen wir die ernjten Worte: “Nineteen 
hundred years ago the ancient world, which had learned from the 
Socratic dialog the uncertainty of human opinions, was reverberating 


with a new note of unshakable certainty. First Thessalonians, one 
of the earliest documents of the Christian movement, presents the 
ground of this assurance. The Thessalonians had received the 
Gospel ‘not as the word of man, but, as it is in truth, the Word of 
God.’ The Gospel came unto them as God’s Word in power and in 
demonstration of the Holy Spirit. Therefore it came ‘in much as- 
surance,’ 1 Thess. 1,5; 2,13. When the gathering gloom of national 
death settled over the Jews, the Christians among them drew near to 
the living God ‘in full assurance of faith,’ Heb. 10,22. Clement of 
Rome declares that the Christian apostles ‘went forth with a full 
conviction, which was of the Holy Spirit.’ (J, Clement, 42:3. 4). 
Dr. A. D. Heffern declares that the essential characteristic of the first 
century is faith, a certitude ‘which postulates a divine power and 
factor for its production. ... The apostolic apologia is to lead to the 
direct certitude of faith.’ When Justin Martyr was told that Plato 
taught that God could be comprehended only by the mind, he replied: 
‘Is there, then, in our minds a power such as this and so great? Will 
the human intellect ever see God until it is furnished with the Holy 
Spirit? Similarly Irenaeus insists that it is by the Spirit that we 
know Christ and ascend to God. ‘Without God, God is not known.’ 
Indeed, as late as the fourth century Basil the Great acknowledges 
that the revelation of the Only-begotten and the enlightening power 
of the Spirit of knowledge lead on to a certain knowledge of God.” 
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G8 ift diefe Gewifheit, die in unfern Tagen in fo tweiten Kreifen 
feblt, nicht nur unter denen, die wir gewdhnlic) Laien nennen, fondern 
hauptjacdhlich auch unter denen, die gum Lehritande gehdren. Oder 
follten wir eher fagen: nicht fotohl unter denen, die gum Laienjtand, 
alg unter denen, die gum Lehritand gehiren? Der Yndifferentismus. 
und der Unionismus madjen fic allenthalben breit, und die Frage, die 
dfter in beipendDem Hohn, sfter aud in Schwachheit und Unficderheit, 
geftellt wird, Tautet: ,,Was ift Wahrheit?” ,Wer will es wagen in 
unferer fort{cdrittliden Zeit, gu behaupten, dak feine Anjdhauungsiweife 
die allein ridtige fei? Denft doch jedermann bon feiner Stellung, daR 
fie allein Berechtigung in der Welt habe. Wer bijt du, dak du e3 wagen 
Darfit, die Wahrheit fiir dich gu beanfpruchen und gegenteilige Mei- 
nungen alS verfehrt gu begeichnen 2?“ 

Demgegeniiber ijt aber feftguhalten, dak die Schrift mit aller Ent- 
{chiedenheit fon von dem Laien, wieviel mehr bon dem Lehrer der 
Kirche erwartet, Dak er eine plerophoria befibe, die ihn Durch die Ziveifel 
und Ungelwipheiten der heutigen Beit fider hindurdhtrage gu dem borz 
gejtedten Biel und dem RKleinod, welches auch ihm die himmlifde Be- 
rufung borhalt in Chrijto SCfu. 

Nicht ohne Wbficht fehreibt Paulus 1 Tim. 1,15: mords 6 Adyos, 
bertrauenstwiirdig, guberlajfig, ijt das Wort, worauf er dann die Gumma 
de Changeliums angibt, wie eS feine Wniwendung in feinem eigenen 
Leben in fo herrlider Weife gehabt hatte. Das ganze Wort der Schrift 
ijt gewif, iiber jeden Ziweifel, jede Ungewipheit, erhaben; e3 ijt an fic 
felber bollfommen fider, in feiner Wahrheit unantaftbar. ,,De3 HErrn 
Wort ijt mahrhaftig’”, Pj.33,4, und von dem gangen Snbhalt, dem 
PKlenum, der Schrift gilt, daB alle feine Worte wahrhaftig find, Offenb. 
19,9. Darum ift e3 ndtig, Dak der Theolog vor allem diefe Gewifheit 
befibt, Dak er fich mit dem vollen Vertrauen feines Hergens nicht nur 
auf den allgemeinen Snhalt de3 Changeliums, jondern auf jede3 Wort 
der Offenbarungsurfunde Gottes verlapt. Mur wenn er diefe Stellung 
einnimmt, fann er mit Paulus ausrufen: ,Denn id bin gewif 
(xéxevopar yae), dDaB tweder Tod nod) Leben . . . mag un fcjeiden von 
Der Liebe Gottes, die in Chrijto FCfu ift, unferm HErrn”, Jom. 8, 38 f. 
Gang derfelbe Gedanfe findet fic) in dem lebten Brief deS Apojtels: 
nw weif, an twelchen id) glaube und bin qemwifR (xéxevopar), dak 
er fann mir meine Beilage betwahren bis an jenen Tag”, 2 Tim. 1, 12. 
Paulus hatte die volle Gewipheit, er befak die unbegrengte Glau- 
bens guberfict, die er Durch GotteS Gnade getwonnen hatte. C3 war 
feine fubjeftive Vermutung, auf die er fich jtiibte, fondern eine objef- 
tibe Plerophorie, die fich gang allein auf die etwige GotteSwahrheit grim- 
dete. Bei ihm fand fich feine Spur von dem Sfeptizismus de3 romifdjen 
Profurators, der teilS giweifelnd, teils herausfordernd dem Heilande die 
Frage entgegeniverfen fonnte: ,,Was ijt Wahrheit?” Yoh. 18,38. Und 
twie fich fo bet Paulus die GewiPheit feines Gnadenftandes, die ficdh 
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allein auf die Ojfenbarung Gottes im Changelium griimbdete, mit der 
freudigen Gelwifheit feiner apojtolifden Predigt verband, fo auch bet 
den andern Apofteln. Wer wird nicht fofort an Yoh. 1, 14 denfen foiwie 
an de Apoftels ecigene Crflarung diefer iibertwaltigenden Stelle in 
10h. 1,1—4: Was wir Apoftel unfererfeits gejehen und gebort, 
twobon fir die bollfte tbergeuqung haben, da3 verfiindigen wir nun 
auc) euch, unfern Zubdrern und Lefern, damit auch ifr mit uns die 
Gemeinfdhaft mit Gott und Chrifto habt, damit auch ihr mit uns diefe 
felige Getwifbeit teilt und fo in der Freude des Glaubens immer 
polliger twerdet. 

Wenn wir nun diefe Glaubensgewifheit und Verfiindigungs- 
freudigfeit de3 chrijtliden Theologen etwas genauer analyfieren, fo 
weifen wir gundchft hin auf die Gewibheit, Dak er BVergebung 
feiner Gitnden dDurd Chrifti Blut hat. Der Gedanfe 
Sh bin bei Gott in Gnaden durch Chrifti Slut und Tod” follte das 
ganze Denfen und die gange Tatigfeit eines jeden Dieners am Wort 
regieren. Dies bendtigt eine Siindenerfenntnis, wie fie Paulus befaf, 
al3 er bon allen andern Menfdjen abjah und mit Riidficht auf fein Ver= 
halinis zu dem heiligen und gerechten Gott ohne jeden Miichalt fdhreiben 
fonnte: ,in die Welt fommen ijt, die Simbder felig 3u macjen, unter 
twelchen ich Der vornehmite bin”, 1 Tim. 1,15. Das war nicht, wie man 
faljchlichertweije angenommen hat, faljche Befcheidenheit, jondern brachte 
das eigentliche Wefen der wahren RMeue gum Ausdruc. Nur auf diefe 
Weife namlic) fonnte er auch die Gnade Gottes recht einfdaben, dah, 
»ioo die Siinde machtig worden ijt, Die Gnade dod viel machtiger twor- 
den ift”, Rim. 5,20. Von diefer Gewipbheit fagt Luther in einer Predigt 
am Gonntag nach dem Chrifttage itber Gal. 4,1—7: ,So haben wir 
in borigen Cpijteln genugfam gebhort, dagB einem Menjfchen nidt genug 
ijt, fo er ein Chrijt fein will, dak er glaube, e3 fet alles wahr, was von 
Chrijto gefagt ijt, meldhes ijt der fainifden Heiligen Glaube; fondern 
er mufR nidt dDaran gweifeln nod manfen, er fei 
einer bon Denen, denen folhe Gnade und Barm-= 
hergigfeit geqeben fei, und habe fie gewiflic) durch die Taufe 
oder GSaframent erlangt. Wo er das nun glaubt, fo mu er frei von 
fich felbjt fagen, er fet heilig, fromm, gerecht und Gottes Rind, der 
Seligfeit gewif, und mu Hieran nicht aweifeln, nicht aus fich oder um 
feines Verdienjte3 und Werke willen, fondern aus lauter Barmberzigfeit 
Gottes in Chrifto, iiber ihn ausgegofien.” (St. Qouifer Ausgabe, XII, 
210.) Daf fiir Luther diefe Tatjache bei einem rechten Theologen das 
eigentlich Wefentlide ijt, zeigt feine Definition vom Glauben in feinen 
Tifdreden, wie von Cordatus verzeidnet: ,,.ODer Glaube ijt nicht eine 
Befhaffenheit am Geijfte, das heift, cin Gedanfe; denn wie grok diefer 
auch immer fein mag, gilt er doch nichts an jich felbft, fondern das 
ift der Glaube, der Chrijtum in fidh begreift und 
Chriftum ergreift. Auger Paulus ijt diefe Theologie nicht da.” 
(XXII, 479 f.) 
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Cin giweites Hauptitiic der Gewifheit, die fich bet jedem chrijtlichen 
Theologen finden follte, ijt diefes, DaR er Die Sdrift als Ganges 
und in allen ihren Teilen fiir Gottes Wort halt; mit andern 
Worten, er muff in der Lehre von der Ynjfpiration der Schrift feftitehen. 
Sobald ein hrijtlider Theolog, cinerlet welche Stellung er in der Kirche 
einnimmt, in Diefer Frage Unficerheit zeigt, jet e3, dak er gwar befennen 
will, die Schrift enthalte Gotte3 Wort, aber nicht, dak fie wirklid 
Gotte3 Wort ijt, fet e3, dak er in eine der bverjchiedDenen modernen 
Theorien bon der Ynfpiration verjtrict ijt, alS da find die Yntuitions- 
theorie, die SuminationStheorie, die Theorie der Gegenjtandsin{pi- 
ration, die Theorie der teiliweifen oder begrengten Xnfpiration, die 
Theorie der progrefjiven Offenbarung, die Theorie eines tweiteren Be- 
griffs der Snfpiration, oder jo eine andere Theorie den flaren Worten 
der Schrift twiderfteht: in jedem derartigen Falle wird er nicht mit der 
Parrhefie reden und lehren finnen, wie die Schrift fie bon ihm ertwartet. 
Denn Gottes Wort fordert von einem, der fich einen Lehrer der Kirche 
nennt: ,©@o jemand redet, dag er’s rede alS Gottes Wort", 
Hs Adyia. Beod, 1 Petr.4,11. Darum tweijt auch Petrus, der das Wort 
der Apojtel mit dem der Propheten auf eine Stufe jtellt, 1 Petr. 1, 12, 
hin auf das ,fefte, prophetifde Wort”, 2 Petr. 1,19, auf das 
man adten foll al3 auf ein Licht, das da fdeinet in einem dunflen Ort, 
tweil eben die Weisfagung nicht aus menjfdlicem Willen hervborgebradht 
tworden ijt, fondern die heiligen Menfden Gottes geredet haben, ge- 
trieben bon dem Heiligen Geijt. Darum fchreibt auch Paulus: ,,Unfer 
Evangelium ijt bet euch getwefen nicht allein im Wort, fondern beide in 
der Kraft und in dem Heiligen Geijt und in grokRer GewipRheit”, 
1 Theff.1,5; abnlich) Rap.2,13: ,MNahmet ihr’s auf, nicht als Menz- 
fHenwort, fondern (tie e3 denn wahrhaftig ift) als Gottes 
Wort, welder auch wirfet in euch, die ihr glaubet.“” 

Luther hat fich de3 ofteren und mit grofer Entfdiedenheit gerade 
iiber diefen Punkt der Getwipheit de3 Theologen in begug auf Gottes 
Wort ausgefproden. Yn feiner °Wuslegung iiber Ser. 23, 8 fagt er unter 
anderm: ,,%lfo follen aud alle Prediger gewifR fein, dak 
fie fagen finnen: Gott fpricht’s, das ijt GotteS Wort; und wenn id das 
Wort Gottes predige, fo ijt’s fo viel, alS ich fchwiire. Wer nun de3 nicht 
gewif, ijt und nicht fann fagen: Gott redet’3, der mag das Predigen 
wohl anjtehen lajfen; denn er wird nichts Gutes fchaffen.” (St. Qouifer 
Ausgabe, VI, 879.) Bu Matth. 10,40 bemerft Luther: ,,So ift e3 
twiederum fiir un3, die wir das Wort Gottes predigen, eine Ehre und 
Trojt, dak wir gewif find, wir feien Gottes Werkzeug, unfere Bunge 
fet Gottes Bunge und unfere Stimme fei Gottes Stimme. ... Gumma 
Summarum, diefes ijt ein unfhabbarer Ruhm unfers Getwifjens mider 
alle Veradtung in der Welt, dak Chrijtus feine Prediger gar gu Gottern 
und ifm gleich macht, da er fpricht: ,Wer eud) aufnimmt, der nimmt 
mid und meinen Vater auf.” (VIT, 113f.) Bu 1 Petr. 2,6 fohreibt 
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Luther: 8h habe vor gefagt, dak St. Peter feine Cpijtel wohl {pict 
und bertwahrt mit Sdriften; mie denn alle Prediger tun follen, auf dah 
ifr Grund gang auf Gottes Wort jtehe.” (1X, 1176.) 
Hierher gehdren auch die Worte Luthers gu 1 Yoh. 4,17: ,,Cin frommer 
Prediger foll den Ruhm mit fic) nehmen, dak er das Changelium recht 
und treulich gepredigt habe, und fich dDarauf berufen wider den Teufel 
und alle Welt, wie auch St. Paulus andersivo fchreibt, 1 Thefj. 2,19: 
Shr feid mein Ruhm und Trok, meine Freude und Chrenfrang am Tage 
deS HErrn; da werde ich euch herborgiehen, dak ifr meine Beugen fein 
miiffet, und meinen Ruhm twahr madden.“ (1X, 1703.) Endlich fei 
noch hingewiefen auf de3 Reformators AWuslequng von 2 Kor. 3,4, two 
ex fdreibt: ,Denn diefen Mtuhm foll ein jeder Prediger haben, daR er 
gewif fet und fein Herz auch in dDem BVertrauen ftehe und fonne fagen: 
Diefe Buberficht und den Mut habe ich gu Gott in Chrijto, dak meine 
Lehre und Predigt ijt wahrhaftig Gottes Wort; alfo auch, wenn er 
andere Simter in der Kirche fiihrt, ein Kind tauft, einen Giinder abjok- 
biert und trojtet, Das mu auch in diefem getwijjen Vertrauen gefdehen, 
daB eS Chrifti Befehl fei.“ CXIT, 839.) 

Diefe Gedanfen aber fiihren gu einer dritten Erwagung, die dem 
hrijtliden Theologen Gewipheit und Parrhefie geben foll, namlich diefe, 
DaB Gott ibn in fein Amt gefekt hat. Da das Amt eines 
hriftliden Bredigers (oder Theologen) ein von andern smtern verfdie- 
Denes ijt, wird giemlich allgemein gugeftanden. Wuch wird faft aller- 
jeitS anerfannt, dak das Predigtamt eine Fortfebung de3 prophetijcdhen 
UWmtes Chrijti ijt, wie er e3 Durch feine AWpoftel und deren Nachfolger in 
Der Kirche eingerichtet hat. Nicht fo far ijt man im allgemeinen betreffs 
der Art und Weife, wie die Snhaber des Amtes von Gemeinjchafts 
wegen ihre Wutoritat iberfommen, ob auf Grund einer getwvijjen 
Sufgeffion oder auf Grund de3 allgemeinen MijfionSbefehls und des 
allgemeinen Prieftertums aller Chrijten, das heift, auf Grund der Voll- 
madjt, die jede chriftlice Gemeinde befibt, dak namlich die CHhrijten in 
einer Ort3gemeinde die offentlide Wusithung getwiffer ihnen verliehener 
Rechte, namlich die offentlide Predigt de3 Wortes Gottes und die Verz= 
wwaltung der Gaframente von Gemeinfdafts wegen, ihrem berufenen 
rediger ibertragen. 

Wenn man die Stellen in Betracht zieht, die bet diefem locus gez 
wohnlich gitiert werden, fo operieren wir allerdings befonders ftarf mit 
Wnalogien. Man hat feine Bedenfen geaufert wegen Apojt. 14, 23, weil 
man meint, die Bedeutung des Verbums als ,durchh Handeaufheben 
ftimmivablen” fei nicht geniigend gefidert. (Wher fiehe Pieper, ,,Chrijt- 
Yiche Dogmatif’, III, 514 ff., und uther, XIX, 347.) Aud mill 
man feiner Gache nicht fo ficher fein bet WApojt.20,28 und Rol. 4,17 
fowie Tit.1,5, wo Luther gang entfchieden redet. Go auch 1 Kor. 3, 
21. 22 (,, Alles ijt euer”) will man bvielfacdh nicht mehr gelten lafjen, teil 
Die Stelle doch gar gu allgemein fet. Wber eS ijt flar, dak bet der: 
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Wahl des Matthias die Gemeinde gu Yerufalem ihre Rechte ausgeiibt 
hat, Wpoft.1,15—26, ebenfo bet der Cinfebung der Almofenpfleger, 
Apoft. 6, 1—6, Falle, in denen e3 fich allerdings nidt um die Wahl 
eines Pajtor3 oder Vifdof3 handelte. Und die Gefchichte begeugt, daf feit 
den Anfangszeiten der rijtlicen Kirde die eingelnen Ortsgemeinden 
ihre Prediger felbjt getwahlt und berufen haben und dah 3. B. die Ordi- 
nation bon Wnfang an nur die offentlice Anerfennung der Verufung be- 
deutete. Befannt ijt die Stelle in den Schmalfaldijdjen Artifeln: ,,BVor- 
geiten wablte das Volf Pfarrherren und Vifdofe; dazu fam der VBifchof, 
am felben Ort oder in der Nabe gefefjen, und bejtatigte den gewabhlten 
Vifchof durch W%uflegen der Hande und ijt dagumal die ordinatio nichts 
anbdere3 getvefen denn foldhe Beftatiqung.” (Von der Vifchofe Geiwalt 
und Surisdiftion. Conc. Trigl., 524.) Und an einer andern Stelle de3- 
felben Befenntniffes lefen wir: ,%tem, im Concilio Nicaeno ift be- 
fehloffen worden, dak eine jegliche Kirche cinen Vifdof fiir fich felbjt 
im Beitvefen eines oder mehrerer Bijchofe, fo in der Nahe twohnten, 
wabhlen follte. Colches ijt nicht allein im Orient eine lange Beit, fon- 
Dern auch in andern und Iateinifden Rirdhen gebalten worden, wie 
foldes flar im Cypriano und Auguftino ijt ausgedriict. Denn fo fpricht 
Cyprianus, Epist.4 ad Cornelium: ,Darum foll man eS fleigig nach 
dem BVefehl Gottes und der Apojtel Gebraud hfalten, wie e3 
denn bet uns und in fajt allen Landen gehalten wird, dak gu der Ge- 
meinde, da ein Bifdhof gu wablen ijt, andere de3 Orts nahe gelegene 
Vijhife gufammen follen fommen und in Gegenwart der ganz 
gen Gemeinde, die eines jeden Wandel und Leben iweif, der 
Vifchof foll gewwahlt werden, twie wir denn fehen, dak eS in der Wahl 
Sabini, unfer3 Mitgefellen, auch gefdehen ift, daR er nad Wahl 
Der gangen Gemeinde und Rat etlider Bifchofe ertwabhlt und die 
Hande ihm aufgelegt find’ uftv.“ (Trigl., 507 f.) 

Mit diefen AWusfiihrungen ftimmen auch die Beugniffe hervor- 
ragender Lehrer der Rirche iiberein. So fdreibt fdon Clemens 
Romanus, vor Ende de3 erften Yahrhundert3, in feiner erjten Cpiftel: 
ric halten eS nicht fiir gerecht, Manner, tweldhe von jenen [den 
Apofteln] oder ingiwifden von andern angefehenen Mannern unter 
Zuftimmung der gangen Gemeinde eingefebt worden find, 
ihres Amtes gu entfeben.“ (Rap. XLIV, 3.) Yn feinem Briefe an die 
Philadelphier fohreibt Yqnatius von Antiodien gang zu Anfang de3 
atveiten Sahrhunderts: ,,€3 ziemt euch, als einer Kirche Gottes, einen 
Diafonen gu beftimmen (xevgotovijoa), dak er dorthin eine Gefandt- 
{daft iibernehme.” (Rap. X.) Diefe Stelle diirfte itbrigens auch Licht 
werfen auf Wpoft. 14,23, da hier gang offenbar von einer Gemeinde- 
twabl die Rede ijt. 

Luther Hat fich wiederholt mit diefer Frage befdhaftigt und fie aus- 
fiihrlich behandelt. Schon in feiner Schrift ,Bon der babylonifden 
Gefangenfdaft der Kirche” bom Yahre 1520 fereibt er: ,,Wenn fie 
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nun gesivungen twitrden gu geftehen, dag wir alle, foviel unfer getauft 
find, gleichfalls Priejter feien, wie wir e3 aud in Wahrheit find, und 
ibnen allein das Predigtamt, jedoch mit unferer Vewwilliqung, befohlen 
worden fei, fo twiikten fie aud) gugleich, dag fie fein Recht Hatten, iiber 
uns gu herrfdjen, auger foviel wir felbjt aus eigenem gutem Willen ibnen 
gulieken. €3 ftehet gefdhrieben 1 Petr. 2,9: ,Yhr feid das auseriwabhlte 
Gefchlecht, das finigliche Prieftertum’ und das priejterlide Reid. 
Darum find wir alle Priefter, foviel unfer Chrijten jind. Diejenigen 
aber, tuelche wir Priejter heipen, find Diener, aus unferer Mitte er- 
wablt, welde in unferm Namen alles verridten follen. 
Und da8 Prieftertum ijt nichts anderes al ein Dienjt.... Darum foll 
ein jeder, der ein Chrift fein will, gewif fein und bet fich twohl eriwagen, 
daf twir alle gleihheriveije Priefter find, das ijt, dak wir gleiche Getwalt 
an dem Wort Gottes und einem jeden Gaframent haben; dod) dak e3 
fich nicht fiir einen jeden gebithre, fich derfelben gu gebrauchen, e3 fei 
denn aus Vermwilligung der Gemeinde oder durh Veruf 
der Oberen. Denn twas aller inSgemein ift, fann niemand infonderheit 
an fich giehen, bid er dDagu berufen wird.” (XIX, 113. 114. 117.) 
Sn einer Predigt am Tage Andrea fagt Luther: ,,Die andere Verufung 
gefdieht durch Menfchen und dasfelbige dod) auch bon Gott, namlid 
durch Mittel. Und das ijt eine Berufung der Liebe, als wenn man einen 
aus dem Haufen eriwahlet gu einem Vifdof oder Prediger, gu dem man 
fic berfiehet, er habe das Wort Gottes und fonne e3 andern auch durd 
feine Lehre und Predigt mitteifen.” (XI, 1911.) Qn der Schrift 
, Wie man RKirdendiener wahlen und einfeben foll” bom Yahre 1523 
fiihrt Luther aus: ,Doch died alles haben twir allein bon gemeinfamem 
Recht und Macht aller Chriften gefagt. Denn dietveil allen Chrijten 
alle Dinge gemeinjam follen fein, die wir bisher ergahlt haben, das wir 
auch betwahrt und betwiefen haben, fo mill’3 nicht gebiihren einem, der 
fich bon ihm felbft herbor tvollte tun und ihm allein zueignen, da3 unfer 
aller ijt. Unterwwinde dich dicfes Rechtes und lege e3 auc) an Braud, 
fofern two fein anderer ift, Der auch ein fold Recht empfangen hat. Das 
erfordert aber der Gemeinfdaft Redht, dak einer oder iwie viel der Ge- 
meinde gefallen, erivahlt und aufgenommen twerbden, twelde anftatt 
undim Namen aller derer, fo eben dasfelbe Recht haben, diefe 
aumter offentlidh ausitben, auf dah nicht eine fdheuplicde Un- 
ordnung gefdehe in dem BVolf Gottes und aus der Kirche twerde ein 
Babylon.” (X, 1589.) Man bergleide hiergu ferner X, 271. 1543 ff.; 
XI, 2304; ITI, 723; XX, 1664 ff. €3 fann auf Grund der Schrift, 
Eph. 4,11 (xomévac xal SiSaoxddovs) vgl. mit Apoft. 14,23; 20,28 
und andern Stellen, foie mit Hinficht auf die Gefchidte der erjten 
Kirche fein Biveifel fein, einmal, dak Gott feiner Kirche, fpegiell jeder 
Ortsgemeinde, das Amt der Sehliifjel influfive der Veriwaltung der 
Gnadenmittel anvertraut fotwie dak er das Predigtamt als befonderes 
Amt in der Kirche eingefebt hat. 
27 
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Daraus aber ergibt fich fiir den chriftlicen Prediger die Gewif- 
heit, dDaB er in einem gottliden Amt jteht, das er nach den in der 
Schrift niedergelegten Anordnungen verivalten foll. Ex ijt Chrijti Diener 
und ein Haushalter iiber Gottes Geheimnijje. AWllerdings betont der 
Apoftel Paulus auch den Dienftdharafter des Amtes, 1 Kor. 3,5; aber 
Dadurcd madt er die Prediger nicht gu Sflaven der Gemeinde, noch viel 
weniger Deutet er an, Dak Gemeinden ihre Diener am Wort wie Kuh- 
hirten anjtellen und entlajjen diirfen. Mit Hinficht auf die volle Wiirde 
deS Amtes fchreibt Luther: ,,So ijt eS wiederum fiir unS, die wir das 
Work Gottes predigen, cine Chre und Trojt, dak wir gewif find, wir 
feien Gottes Werfzeug, unjere Bunge fet Gottes Bunge und unjere 
Stimme fet GotteS Stimme.” (VII, 113.) Bu 1 Petr. 5,2 bemerkt 
Luther: ,,Das ijt, dak ein Seelforger Luft dazu habe, dagu geneigt jet 
und tue e$ bon Herzen gerne, luftig bleibe gu lehren, auch in Armut 
und Mangel, gang umfonjt, Darum da er weif, Dak er Gott daran ein 
Wokhlgefallen tut und feinem Nachjten die hicdhften Wohltaten erzeigt. 
Der fucht im Weiden Gottes nicht feine Chre, der Schafe, die ihm bez 
foblen find, nicht jfeinen Geiwinjt und Nub, wie Mofes, Samuel und 
alle frommen Hirten getan haben und nod tun.” (IX, 1277.) Endlich 
fchreibt Luther gu Yoh. 7,16: ,,Das ijt aber cin feiner Prediger, der 
Die givet Dinge hat, namlid das Amt und das Wort. Denn ein Prez 
Diger foll diefe Drei Tugenden haben: Crftlich foll er fonnen auftreten. 
Zum andern foll er nicht ftille fchweigen. Bum dritten foll er aud 
twieder aufhiren fonnen. Das erjte, als Wuftreten, ijt, daB er ein Wmt 
habe, gewifR fei, Daper berufen und gefandt fei, und was 
er tue, DaB er’S um feines Wmtes twillen tue... . Bum andern, fo foll 
er aud) gemwifR fein, dak er Gottes Wort lehre und predige 
und nicht Menfdenlehre oder Teufelslehre fiihre. Dann ift’3 red, 
wenn ein Prediger erjtlicd) getwif ift, dak er nicht allein Gottes Wort, 
fondern dag er auch ein Wmt habe.” (VIII, 30.) 

¥. ©. Kregmann. 
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Political Contacts of the Hebrews with Assyria 
and Babylonia. 


Ancient Palestine served as a bridge over which passed traders 
and armies from Egypt on the one hand and from Babylonia and 
Assyria on the other; and thus the Hebrews repeatedly came in 
contact with the peoples of the Nile and of the Tigris-Euphrates. 
These contacts were chiefly of a political, commercial, social, and 
religious nature. In the present paper it is not our aim to offer 
a comprehensive treatment of all of them; we shall rather turn 
aside from all the other phases and focus our attention on the 
political relations of God’s chosen race with the people of Assyria 
and Babylonia. 
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But before doing so, we shall give a very brief summary of some 
of the outstanding political developments preceding these contacts 
to gain a more adequate picture of the situation. 

At the dawn of recorded extra-Biblical history, Babylonia, par- 
ticularly the southern half of it, was inhabited by a non-Semitic 
race called the Sumerians. Approximately 2600 before the Christian 
era they were subjugated by the Semites of the northern half of 
Babylonia, headed by Sargon of Agdde (Sargon I); he united the 
north and the south and is the first Semitic ruler of the Tigro- 
Euphrates Valley, who asserts that he carried on warfare as far west 
as the Mediterranean Sea. The waning power of Sargon’s successors 
was followed by a period of anarchy, after which the Sumerians once 
more gained the upper hand for a span of but twenty-six years. Their 
weak rule was displaced by that of the hordes of Gutium, to the north- 
east of the Tigris. For a century and a quarter Babylonia lay at 
their mercy, during which the country reached the depths of degra- 
dation. Finally the Guti were expelled by the Sumerian Utuhegal. 
But soon Babylonia came under the control of the great Amorite 
lawgiver Hammurabi (ca. 2000). The empire built up by the mighty 
Hammurabi rapidly disintegrated in the hands of his successors, and 
the Kassites, from the mountains east of the Tigris, swept into the 
rich country and held it for five hundred and seventy-six years. 

In the mean time Assyria appeared on the scene and, with short 
intervals of weakness and almost disaster, became the dominating 
power of the ancient Near East. Babylonia, the former power, was 
conquered and annexed by Tukulti Ninurta I, ca. 1250, and hence- 
forth was, for the most time, the vassal of Assyria; only for short 
intervals was she able to throw off the yoke of Assyria and even 
to impose her will upon her oppressor. 

In the long list of Assyria’s kings we find the names of several 
monarchs who came in touch with the kings of Judah and Israel and 
who in their inscriptions record their relations with the Hebrews. 

The first of these political contacts is recorded in the annals of 
Shalmaneser III (860—825), who followed his father’s policy of ex- 
tension northward and westward and of annexation of lands adjoin- 
ing Assyria and whose reign represents the great period of incor- 
poration. Thanks to the efforts of his father the foreign situation 
was rather encouraging, offering alluring opportunities for war. 
Assyria was at peace with Babylonia; the Aramean invasion of 
Mesopotamia had been checked; the Median tribes just appearing 
on the eastern horizon presented no real danger as yet; Syria prom- 
ised much booty at little cost; the ephemeral glories of the Hebrews 
under David and Solomon had disappeared with the disruption of 
the kingdom; and Egypt was a mere broken reed. 

The only country causing him serious concern was Urartu 
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(occupying the greater part of Armenia), whence the Hebrews de- 
rived the form Ararat. The kings of Urartu were pursuing a rather 
active policy of lopping off some of Assyria’s possessions. Shalma- 
neser’s father had made Assyrian influence supreme in Western Meso- 
potamia, but the rapid growth and expansion of Urartu had seriously 
weakened Assyrian prestige, and once again the Euphrates bend had 
to be won by the sword. Shalmaneser went on an expedition against 
Urartu. But it was a failure. Shalmaneser realized that it would 
indeed be a difficult task to develop successes on this frontier and 
that the material returns might not meet the expense of equipping 
an army. Hence he decided to subdue all those regions where the 
influence of Urartu was strong before attacking Urartu proper. He 
therefore proceeded against Adini, east of Aleppo, and against 
wealthy Northern Syria, where not only the influence of Urartu 
was strong, but which was also known for its cedar and cypress; its 
gold, silver, iron, lead, and copper; its sheep, wool, and ivory. 
Northern Syria was ravaged, and a yearly tribute was laid upon it. 
And now Shalmaneser again marched against Urartu and this time 
met with more success than on his first campaign. 

His successful warfare in Syria had paved his way for further 
advance to the South. At the end of this road lay the greatest prize 
yet to be won: Egypt, a country with a mighty past, a present wealth, 
and a future which at its best was most dubious. In spite of all 
her manifest weakness, Egypt still claimed a vague supremacy over 
the whole of Syria and Palestine, in memory of the days of Thut- 
mose IIT and Ramses II, and did all in her power to postpone the day 
when Assyria should stand on the north side of the desert and look 
with desire to the Nile Valley. And we cannot blame her for that. 
Rather Syria and Palestine are to be blamed, who had been so 
blinded by the glorious past of Egypt as not to recognize the ever- 
lessening promise of the future and who were constantly looking to 
Egypt for help. 

In 854 Shalmaneser was ready to take the next step southward. 
But a coalition had been brought together at Qarqar (Karkar), some- 
what to the northwest of Hamath, to block his advance. Behind this 
confederacy stood Egypt. The Assyrians, however, knew that Egypt 
was but a broken reed, and list it far to the end of the record. She 
contributed a mere thousand men. In the annals of Shalmaneser the 
headship is assigned to the king of Damascus. His troops consisted 
of twelve hundred chariots, the same number of cavalry, and twenty 
thousand infantry. The king of Hamath comes next, with seven 
hundred chariots, seven hundred cavalry, and ten thousand foot- 
soldiers. The third place is taken by Ahab of Israel. This marks 
Israel’s first political contact with Assyria, an incident not mentioned 
in Holy Writ. According to the Assyrian statistics he contributed 
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two thousand chariots and ten thousand soldiers. Even if these 
figures be exaggerated, they prove the relative position of Israel. 
Ahab ranked high in the coalition which gathered at Qarqar in 854. 
He is assigned the largest number of chariots. To these were added 
details from Cilicia, Phenicia, and Ammon. Judah, Edom, and 
Moab do not appear on Shalmaneser’s Monolith Inscription which 
records the events of this campaign. They were Ahab’s vassals, and 
their troops may have been included in his contingent, if they did 
at all participate in the battle. 

On his Monolith Inscription, Shalmaneser naturally claims 
a complete victory. He says of the allies: “From Qarqar, as far 
as the city of Gilzau, I routed them. Fourteen hundred [?] of their 
warriors I slew with the sword. Like Adad [the storm god] I rained 
destruction upon them. I scattered their corpses far and wide; 
I covered the face of the desolate plain with their wide-spreading 
armies. With [my] weapons I made their blood to flow down the 
valleys of the land. The plain was too small to throw down their 
bodies; the wide countryside alone sufficed for their burial. Their 
bodies blocked the Orontes like a dam. In that battle I took from 
them their chariots, their cavalry, their horses, broken to the yoke.” 1) 
The number of the slain naturally grew as time advanced and as the 
editions of the inscription increased. It grew from fourteen thousand 
to twenty thousand five hundred, then to twenty-five thousand, and 
finally to twenty-nine thousand. 


Succeeding events seem to prove that the battle at Qarqar was 
a draw, if not an Assyrian defeat. What, then, shall we think of 
Shalmaneser’s boast of a sweeping victory? A. T. Olmstead, one of 
the greatest living authorities on Assyrian history, says: “The 
Assyrian has been a very successful liar indeed, for his statements 
have been regularly accepted at face value. There is no excuse for 
the display of so touching, but childlike a faith on the part of the 
Orientalist; for the official Assyrian records demand as drastic 
a higher criticism as has ever been inflicted upon any part of the 
Old Testament. We may compare one record with another, one 
edition with an earlier, an Assyrian statement with that of a Hebrew, 
the pictorial with the written, and at every stage we shall have plen- 
tiful examples of untruth.” 2) 


In 849 Shalmaneser again visited the West. He captured certain 
cities belonging to Carchemish and reduced Hamath to subjection. 
The year 846 once more found the Assyrian waging war in Central 
Syria, the two greatest powers of which were Hamath and Damascus. 


1) D.D. Luckenbill, Ancient Records of Assyria and Babylonia, Vol. I, 
p. 223. 
2) A.T. Olmstead, History of Assyria, p. 648. 
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Shalmaneser crossed the Euphrates with a force of one hundred and 
twenty thousand men, an indication of the gravity of the situation. 
However, he did not succeed in crushing his enemies, and it was im- 
possible to keep so large an army in the field. This was a serious 
check to Assyrian arms, and for a time the West was left in peace. 

By 842 conditions had become more favorable for Shalmaneser. 
The alliance which had offered such determined resistance at Qarqar 
had broken up. Hazael did not occupy the surpassing position of his 
predecessors and was therefore unable to hold the alliance of the 
Syrian princes together.3) Hamath had borne the brunt of previous 
campaigns and seems to have been exhausted. Ahab of Israel was 
dead; the king of Damascus had been smothered while ill, and Hazael 
had usurped the throne, 2 Kings 8,7 ff. Then the war with Israel 
entered a more active phase with Jehoram’s attempt to win back 
Ramoth-Gilead, and the Assyrian monarch on his advance west met 
with no opposition until he entered the territories of Damascus. 
There, under Mount Hermon, Hazael, without an ally, opposed him; 
but his fortified camp was stormed, the orchards filling the fertile 
plain were felled, and the Assyrians appeared before Damascus. But 
the walls were too strong for assault, and Shalmaneser did not have 
the patience for a formal siege. Hence he had to be satisfied with 
a plundering raid into the Hauran Mountains to the east and the 
south, whose rich voleanic soil made it the granary of the Syrian area. 

Shalmaneser next turned to the coast, through the plain of 
Esdraelon. On a projecting cliff, which he calls “Baal’s Head,” at the 
mouth of the modern Nahr el-Kelb at Beirut, he affixed a stela. It 
was at this time that he received tribute from Tyre and Sidon. The 
Tyrians and Sidonians evidently sent their gifts in order that their 
commerce might not be impeded by war. And he also received tribute 
from “Iaua mar Humri,” that is, from Jehu, the son of Omri. On 
Shalmaneser’s Black Obelisk, which represents both in words and in 
pictures several peoples who paid him tribute, we read the following: 
“Tribute of Jehu, the son of Omri. Silver, gold, a bowl of gold, 
a beaker of gold, goblets of gold, pitchers of gold, lead, a staff for 
the hand of the king, javelins, I received from him.” 4) The dynasty 
which Omri founded had gained such renown that the Assyrians 
called Israel by the name of “Bit Humri” (the house of Omri), even 
long after the line was ended. 

“There is no Biblical or known Assyrian record of any defeat 
of Jehu by Shalmaneser, nor is there any evidence that he was merely 
paying the tribute of his predecessors on the throne. The dangerous 
approach of Shalmaneser and the invincible character of his army 


3) Bruno Meissner, Koenige Babyloniens und Assyriens, p. 141. 
4) D.D. Luckenbill, op. cit., Vol. I, p. 243. 
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forewarned Jehu that his surest method of deliverance would be to 
dispatch his envoys, even if he himself did not go, and pay the price 
of submission.” 5) So far no statement has appeared in the inscrip- 
tions of Shalmaneser that he had left the military highway and had 
actually invaded any territory of Israel. Jehu paid him tribute as 
a matter of precaution, but he probably never met the Assyrian army 
in battle. 

Damascus was still unconquered. In 838 Shalmaneser made 
a last effort to reduce it to subjection, but failed. 


After a few more campaigns in the West, against the men of 
Qu’e (or Ku’e, the later Cilician Plain), for having taken part in the 
battle at Qarqar, Tubal (Tabal), Tarsus (Tarzi) in Cilicia (known 
for its silver), and other places of little importance, Shalmaneser 
had to grapple with a serious revolt spread throughout his dominion. 
This revolt shook the empire to its foundations. All the country 
west of the Euphrates: Syria, Palestine, and Asia Minor, all the 
lands so often raided beyond the Armenian Mountains, a great deal 
of the territory along the eastern frontier of Assyria, slipped away, 
and the greater part of it was not restored until the time of Tiglath- 
Pileser ITI.) 


Because of these internal troubles and the weakness of the next 
king the Westland remained undisturbed by Assyria for approxi- 


mately forty years, from the middle of the reign of Shalmaneser IIT 
to that of his grandson, Adadnirari III (812—782). This king again 
pushed westward, and by the middle of his reign the land of the 
Hittites, the entire Amurru land, Tyre, Sidon, Israel, Edom, and 
Philistia recognized the Assyrians as their masters. The subjection 
of Tyre, Sidon, Israel, Edom, and Philistia, which Adadnirari main- 
tains to have accomplished, need only imply that representatives of 
those states paid him homage in Damascus as their new overlord. 
According to his own account, Adadnirari crushed Damascus, and 
Israel was thus released from the immediate presence of that dan- 
gerous rival, 2 Kings 18, 5.7) Since the days of Shalmaneser’s appear- 
ance in Syria in 854 Damascus, by its very location and strength, 
had been defiant and unconquered. But its allies were cut off one 
by one, its resources were crippled by successive invasions, and now 
the Assyrian army was in a position to reduce so powerful a strong- 
hold to subjection. This disposed of the most formidable obstruction 
to Assyria’s free course toward the southwest with all its small peoples 
and particularly to an open roadway to wealthy Egypt. The submis- 
sion of Damascus meant not only relief for the Israelites, but freedom 


5) Ira M. Price, The Monuments and the Old Testament, p. 275 f. 
6) A. T. Olmstead, op. cit., pp. 110—157. 
7) D.D. Luckenbill, op. cit., Vol. I, p. 262 f. 
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in the immediate future to extend their power and to increase their 
revenues.8) 

Assyria’s next three kings (Shalmaneser IV, Ashurdan III, and 
Ashurnirari V) spent their mediocre strength and their time chiefly 
in the vicinity of their capitals. The weakness of Assyria was such 
that her monarchs could barely hold their own in their capitals. Yet 
they continued to send expeditions against Syria; but Palestine and 
Urartu were left to their own devices and were thus given an oppor- 
tunity to expand. This opportunity was utilized at once. Argishtish, 
king of Urartu, made his kingdom the first power in the Near East 
and imposed on the tribes beyond the Araxes River. 

Jeroboam II, king of Israel, recovered the Israelitish territory 
which had fallen into the hands of Syria, and engaged in campaigns 
directly against her. His military success carried his arms almost 
to the banks of the Euphrates and to Hamath, in Central Syria. He 
conquered the Moabites and extended the bounds of his kingdom to 
the lower end of the Dead Sea. This gave Israel her largest realm 
and made possible for her the natural development of her resources. 
With territorial expansion came increased revenues, a larger influ- 
ence over her neighbors, and a more abundant measure of leisure 
and luxury, so that Samaria could vie with Tyre and Damascus in 
the splendor of her buildings. The commercial and social conditions 
and their dreadful results are set forth in the books of Amos 
and Hosea. 

Uzziah, king of Judah, likewise took advantage of Syria’s decline 
and Assyria’s absence. He conquered the Philistines and the peoples 
to the south and the southeast until he reached virtually the boun- 
daries of the old Solomonic realm. He thoroughly organized this 
territory, established a large and well-trained standing army to meet 
all emergencies that might endanger his kingdom, and strengthened 
the fortifications of Jerusalem. This period marks the culminating 
point of political and commercial prosperity of the dual kingdom, 
Israel and Judah, under Jeroboam II and Uzziah, respectively. Their 
combined territory was now almost coterminous with the Davidic 
and Solomonic realm. Their success, however, was due to the crip- 
pling of Syria by Assyria and to Assyria’s absence from Palestine. 
And this prosperity, based upon the misfortune of neighboring peoples 
and not upon moral integrity, valor, or economic industry, contrib- 
uted in no small measure to the decay of Judah and Israel. 

With the accession of the great Tiglath-Pileser III (745—727), 
the dry bones of Assyria took on new flesh, new life and blood, and 
Assyria arose stronger than ever. The first two years of his reign 
were occupied in settling palace affairs, quelling rebellions, estab- 


8) Ira M. Price, op. cit., p. 284. 
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lishing his authority in Mesopotamia, even down to the south of 
Babylon, reorganizing the army, and making it the most perfect 
fighting instrument in the world of those days. From 748 to 740 
he was engaged about Arpad, the key to Northern Syria, to annex 
Syria and to gain command of the highroad of commerce to the sea. 
When the Assyrians entered Syria, Menahem, king of Israel, hast- 
ened to gain the good will of Tiglath-Pileser to retain his throne, 
offering him a thousand talents of silver. “So the king of Assyria 
turned back and stayed not there in the land,” 2 Kings 15,19f. In 
this passage Tiglath-Pileser is called Pul. By the name of Pulu he 
was known among the Babylonians. 

With a vast amount of booty and guaranties of submission on 
the part of the western provinces of Phenicia, Syria, and Israel, 
Tiglath-Pileser returned to his capital on the Tigris. From there 
he carried campaigns over into Media (737) and added large portions 
of it to his domain.®) 

In the days of the Judean king Ahaz, Israel and Syria, under 
Pekah and Rezin, respectively, made common cause against Judah, 
which had cast off the Israelite yoke and had expanded, thanks to the 
incapable rulers in the Northern Kingdom. In his distress Ahaz 
offered up his oldest son, the crown prince, in the fire unto Jehovah. 
On the failure of this sacrifice he stripped the gold and silver from 
palace and Temple and sent them to Tiglath-Pileser, saying: “I am 
thy servant and thy son; come up and save me out of the hand 
of the king of Syria and out of the hand of Israel, which rise 
against me,” 2 Kings 16, 7. 

The appeal of Ahaz fitted exactly into the schemes of Tiglath- 
Pileser: the reconquest and organization of the whole Westland and 
next the conquest of Egypt. Tiglath-Pileser came. In 732 Damascus 
was taken, Rezin killed, and the line of kings extinguished. The 
inhabitants were deported to Kir, and Central Syria became a defi- 
nite dependency of Assyria. 

The system of deportation was not original with Tiglath- 
Pileser ITI. Previous Assyrian monarchs had made use of it, but 
Tiglath-Pileser employed it on a larger scale. Especially people of 
prominence, influence, and leadership were violently removed from 
their homes to distant parts of the empire, and their place was occu- 
pied by people taken from other Assyrian dependencies. It was an 
administrative measure, designed to prevent further rebellions. 
Persons who had been influential at home among their own people 
would be powerless to foment trouble in the midst of strange sur- 
roundings and neighbors of an unfriendly race. Nationalism was 
thus blotted out, and with it went the chief support of a local culture. 


9) Ira M. Price, op. cit., pp. 268—291. 
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Old customs and the language might survive among the silent masses; 
but the intelligent classes were welded into one international society. 
The deportation of captives resulted in an assimilation not so dif- 
ferent from that of the American “melting-pot.” A. T. Olmstead 
says: “We can form some conception of the immense amount of 
discomfort, if not of actual suffering, which resulted, the settlement 
of mountaineers in the hot plains, and vice versa, the deaths from 
the unwholesome surroundings or from the brutality of the military 
escort, the complete breakdown of the economic system when highly 
skilled bankers and artisans were placed in countries which afforded 
a bare existence and rude nomads took their place in the old culture 
lands.” 10) 

The anger of Tiglath-Pileser was next poured out on the Arabs 
in the desert land east and south of Damascus for having constantly 
harassed his troops during the siege of Damascus.!!) Thereupon he 
turned against Pekah of Israel. The entire land north and east was 
detached from Israel and formed into three provinces: Hamath in 
the Lebanon district, Hauran, and Gilead. He then crossed the Jordan 
and took Galilee and made it a province ruled from Megiddo, which 
stood as an Assyrian guard post against an Israel confined to a few 
square miles about Samaria, 2 Kings 15, 29.!2) Pekah was not even 
permitted to retain this terribly decreased Israel. Hoshea conspired 
against him, killed him, and reigned in his stead, 2 Kings 15,30. In 
a somewhat fragmentary inscription, Tiglath-Pileser says: “The land 
of Israel . .. all of its people, together with their goods, I carried off 
to Assyria. Pekah (Pakaha), their king, they deposed, and I placed 
Hoshea (Ausi’) over them as king. Ten talents of gold, ten talents 
of silver, as their tribute I received from them, and to Assyria I car- 
ried them.” 13) As a matter of fact, Hoshea presented the Assyrian 
monarch with this money from his tiny kingdom to gain recognition 
from him.14) 

Tiglath-Pileser had indeed heard the ery of Ahaz, but in the 
ultimate analysis the king of Judah derived little benefit from it. 
We read in 2 Chron. 28,20f.: “Tilgath-Pilneser, king of Assyria, 
came unto him and distressed him, but strengthened him not. For 
Ahaz took away a portion out of the house of the Lord and out of 
the house of the king and of the princes and gave it unto the king 
of Assyria; but he helped him not.” In addition to this he probably 
had to help support Tiglath-Pileser’s army. Ahaz paid dearly for 
whatever help the Assyrian afforded him. 


10) A. T. Olmstead, op. cit., pp. 509. 188. 

11) Bruno Meissner, op. cit., p. 165. 

12) A. T. Olmstead, History of Palestine and Syria, p. 453. 
13) D.D. Luckenbill, op. cit., Vol. I, p. 293. 

14) Bruno Meissner, op. cit., p. 166. 
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Disturbances in Babylonia necessitated Tiglath-Pileser’s return 
(781), while his generals were busy on the western frontier, where 
the king of Tubal (Tabal) was deposed. The commander-in-chief 
then went on to Tyre, which won absolution for a temporary luke- 
warmness by the enormous sum of a hundred and fifty talents of 
gold (728). The following year the last embers of revolt were 
stamped out in Damascus. Syria and Palestine were now under the 
control of Assyria, and Egypt lay exposed to invasion.15) 

Tiglath-Pileser III was succeeded by his son Shalmaneser V 
(728—722), who previously had been governor of the province of 
Simirra and had been given general oversight of all of North and 
Central Syria. In the Old Testament two distinct references to him 
and the role he played in the overthrow of Samaria are found. The 
king of Israel now was Hoshea. Shalmaneser’s relation with him is 
thus summed up in 2 Kings 17,83—6: “Against him came up Shal- 
maneser, king of Assyria; and Hoshea became his servant and gave 
him presents. And the king of Assyria found conspiracy in Hoshea; 
for he had sent messengers to So, king of Egypt, and brought no 
present to the king of Assyria, as he had done year by year; there- 
fore the king of Assyria shut him up and bound him in prison. 
Then the king of Assyria came up throughout all the land and went 
up to Samaria and besieged it three years. In the ninth year of 
Hoshea the king of Assyria took Samaria and carried Israel away 
into Assyria and put them in Halah and in Habor, by the river of 
Gozan, and in the cities of the Medes.” The next Biblical account 
is found in 2 Kings 18, 9—11, in connection with Hezekiah’s reign, 
and is virtually the same as the preceding record. 

As soon as Tiglath-Pileser III had died and his son Shalmaneser 
had left the Phenician coast to receive the crown of Assyria, Sibu, 
or So, perhaps one of Egypt’s Delta kings, began a series of intrigues 
in which Hoshea became involved and which resulted in the disaffec- 
tion of Tyre, Sidon, Acco, and Samaria. The mere appearance of 
Shalmaneser was sufficient to induce Sidon and Acco to surrender. 
Tyre and Samaria, however, offered serious resistance. Shalmaneser’s 
five-year siege of the former ended in failure. The latter resisted 
bravely for three years, thanks to its impregnable hill, but finally 
it was forced to render submission, in December of 722 or 728. About 
this time Shalmaneser died, perhaps at the hands of his successor. 

We have now arrived at the much-debated question, Who took 
Samaria? 2 Kings 17,3—6 and 18, 9—11 seem to state that the king 
who laid siege to Samaria also took it. But that credit is claimed 
by Sargon, the successor of Shalmaneser V. In one of his inscrip- 
tions he says: “I besieged and captured Samaria, carrying off twenty- 


15) A. T. Olmstead, History of Assyria, pp. 175—205. 
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seven thousand two hundred and ninety of the people who dwelt 
therein. Fifty chariots I gathered from among them; I caused 
others to take their [the deported inhabitants’] portion; I set my 
officers over them and imposed upon them the tribute of the former 
king.” 16) If his claim is justified, then the expression “the king of 
Assyria” of 2 Kings 17,5 must be taken in the generic sense of the 
term, like in 2 Kings 18, 11. 

But we are not ready to accept Sargon’s claim at face value. One 
of the greatest authorities, A. T. Olmstead, raises the following objec- 
tions: “Sargon claims the conquest of Samaria for himself. But 
according to his own admission this capture took place in the ‘resh 
sharruti, or part of his reign before his first New Year. This New 
Year began probably April 2, while he ascended the throne Decem- 
ber 28. We have thus four months, in the worst part of the year, 
the rainy season. The Assyrians, as it would appear, rarely took 
the field in the winter, and a regular expedition at this time would 
be very difficult. While in Syria we saw something of the mud 
which can be found at the end of March. Taking into consideration 
the somewhat untrustworthy character of the annals and their allied 
documents as well as the fact that we have no reference to any 
capture of Samaria in Kouyunjik 1349 of year II or in the Nimrud 
inscription of year VI or thereabouts, the earlier documents, we may 
well doubt the accuracy of Sargon’s statement. But to negative we 
may add positive evidence. 2 Kings 17,1—6 is a good source, going 
back to practically contemporaneous records. There can be no doubt 
that the ‘king of Assyria’ of vv. 4—6 was intended by the author for 
the Shalmaneser of v.3. There is here no reason why the Hebrew 
writer should not tell the truth; for it mattered nothing to him or 
to the fame of his people if Shalmaneser rather than Sargon took 
Samaria. Then either he made a mistake, which is hardly likely, or 
he told the truth.162) Further confirmation is found in the Babylonian 
Chronicle, I, 28, where the only event of Shalmaneser’s reign is the 
capture of a certain Shamra’in (which Olmstead and others identify 
with Samaria; cp. the Hebrew jit>¥ and the Aramaic }"10¥).... For 
the capture of Samaria by Sargon we have only his own claim, made 
in a late series of documents which have often been proved incorrect. 
Against it we have the silence of his own earlier accounts with the 
direct scription of the capture to Shalmaneser by two authorities, 
widely separated and unprejudiced, while a third, a native Assyrian, 
gives data which fit well into the scheme. It will therefore not be 
difficult to assume that Samaria was taken by Shalmaneser in 723.” 17) 


16) D. D. Luckenbill, op. cit., Vol. II, p. 26. 

16a) That he made a mistake is excluded by the fact of inspiration. 

17) A. T. Olmstead, Western Asia in the Days of Sargon of Assyria, 
p. 46 f. This book was issued in 1908; but Professor Olmstead still accepts 
Shalmaneser as the captor of Samaria. 
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As we stated above, Shalmaneser V was followed by Sargon. He 
is known as Sargon II, Sargon of Assyria, and Sargon the Younger. 
Hitherto it was held that he was a usurper and that with him a new 
dynasty came to the Assyrian throne. But thanks to a recent dis- 
covery by Unger of the University of Berlin we know that he was 
the son of Tiglath-Pileser III and a legitimate brother of Shal- 
maneser V. On a peg (sikkatu) we read the following brief inscrip- 
tion: “Palace of Sargon, the great king, the mighty king, king of 
the world (kishshatu), king of Assyria, the son of Tiglath-Pileser, 
king of Assyria.” 18) 

The change in the occupants of the throne at Nineveh apparently 
brought about but slight disturbances in the realm. The armies of 
occupation and siege remained faithful at their posts, and the sta- 
bility of the government was not endangered. 

Soon after the fall of Samaria, Assyria withdrew its iron fist 
from the Westland for a while, and anon the nations of the West took 
heart again, and by 720 the whole country was once more in revolt, 
the centers being Gaza, under Hanno, and Hamath, under Iaubi’di 
(or Ilubi’di). But apparently it did not take Sargon long to become 
master of the situation. In a somewhat fragmentary inscription of 
his we read: “In my second year of reign, Ilubi’di of Hamath.. . 
mustered his numerous troops at Qarqar and .. . the cities of Arpad, 
Simirra, Damascus, and Samaria revolted against me.... Sib’u [of 
Egypt] ordered his prime minister to go to his [Hanno’s] aid, and 
he came forth against me, offering battle and fight. At the com- 
mand of Ashur, my lord, I defeated them, and Sib’u ran off alone like 
a shepherd whose sheep have been carried off, and he died. Hanno 
I seized with my own hand and took him to my city Ashur in chains.” 
Again he says: “I plundered Samaria and the whole land of Israel 
(Bit Humria).” 19) The coalition was defeated, and the rebel leader, 
the king of Hamath, was flayed alive. The cities which had not been 
implicated directly in the uprising were permitted to retain their 
autonomy under their local kings. Those, however, which had been, 
such as Damascus, Samaria, and others, were placed under Assyrian 
governors. It was at this time also that the gaps which had been 
caused in Samaria’s population by the deportation of the twenty- 
seven thousand two hundred and ninety of the leading citizens were 
filled by deported captives from other Assyrian provinces, such as 
Babylon, Cutha, and Hamath. 

Not long thereafter the Assyrian king was informed: “The 
nations which you deported and placed in the cities of Samaria do 
not know the law of the God of the land; therefore Jehovah has 
sent lions among them, and behold they are slaying them because 


18) Forschungen und Fortschritte, Vol. IX, No. 17 (1933). 
19) D.D. Luckenbill, op. cit., Vol. II, pp. 3. 40. 
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they know not the law of the God of the land.” Sargon then issued 
the command: “Carry there one of the priests whom I brought from 
there and let him go and dwell there and let him teach them the 
law of the God of the land.” The priest was settled in Bethel, and 
there he taught the new colonists the cult carried on in Samaria 
before it was captured. But Jehovah was not the only and supreme 
God. Each nation made gods of its own and established them in 
the houses of the high places built by the Samaritans. “They feared 
Jehovah, but made priests for the high places from their own people 
to sacrifice for them on the high places; they did indeed fear Jehovah, 
but they also served their own gods after the manner of the nations 
from whose midst they had been carried away,” 2 Kings 17, 24—33. 

Those who had been deported from Samaria were but a fraction 
of the population; the others remained there and intermarried with 
the settlers whom Sargon brought in and so became the ancestors of 
the Samaritans. The unfortunate deported Israelites were distrib- 
uted throughout the Assyrian domain and were assimilated with 
their neighbors. Price says: “Their captivities extended over many 
years of time, and their amalgamation with their nearest neighbors 
was rapid and probably complete. The literary fiction of the dis- 
covery of the ‘lost ten tribes’ has assumed great prominence in some 
circles. But any one who has acquainted himself with Assyria’s 
methods of government, with the wide distribution and assimilation 
of the Israelitish captives, and the impossibility of preserving intact 
the identity of those tribes as a whole, will recognize the futility of 
any attempt to find them. That members of certain tribes, and many 
of them, took advantage of Cyrus’s decree is certain. But there is 
no people or nation or tongue to-day who can be identified as ‘the lost 
ten tribes.’ ” 20) 

At the instigation of Egypt the Westland once again rose in 
rebellion. About 714 Ashdod withheld her tribute, and her example 
was followed by her neighbors. The revolt spread to Judah, Moab, 
and Ammon. How dangerous Sargon considered this outbreak is 
shown by the haste with which he acted. Suddenly the Assyrians 
appeared and soon were in possession of the cities of the Philistine 
plain and in control of the main routes. The captured towns were 
rebuilt and settled with loyal colonists. Sargon’s sudden mastery of 
the situation and particularly the punishment inflicted on Ashdod 
made such an impression on the Syrians that they remained quiet 
and contributed nothing to political history for the next twelve years. 
Judah, Moab, and Ammon were left alone.2!) 

In 705 Sargon fell on the field of battle and was followed by his 


20) Ira M. Price, op. cit., p. 302. 
21) A.T. Olmstead, History of Assyria, pp. 206—220. 
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son Sennacherib (705—681). Bruno Meissner, the great German 
Assyriologist, characterizes Sennacherib in the following terms: 
“Sanherib ist in jeder Beziehung eine ungewoehnliche Natur. Er war 
ein aeusserst begabter Mann, der fuer Sport, Kunst und Wissen- 
schaft, besonders die Technik, begeistert war; aber alle diese Vor- 
zuege wurden aufgehoben durch seine eigenwillige, jaehzornige Ge- 
muetsart, die, unbekuemmert um die Moeglichkeit der Ausfuehrung 
eines Vorsatzes, auf ein bestimmtes Ziel lossteuerte. Darum ist er 
gerade das Gegenteil eines guten Staatsmannes gewesen.” 22) 

The news that an Assyrian king had fallen on the field of battle 
filled the subject states with new hope and soon brought about another 
uprising. In reliance upon Egypt, which constantly fomented dis- 
content and revolt among the Syro-Palestinians in order, if possible, 
to create a fringe of buffer states between her and the Assyrians, 
Hezekiah openly defied Assyria in spite of the threats of Isaiah, 
levied an army, introduced mercenary Arabs into Jerusalem, and 
renewed the alliance with Tyre, whose king was now the dominant 
personality in Southern Phenicia. Under the leadership of Tyre, 
Phenicia forgot commercial expediency and revolted in spite of the 
fact that throughout their entire history the Phenicians willingly 
accepted a nominal foreign rule, provided it was not too expensive 
and provided it opened to them wider fields of trade. The Cappa- 
docian province, so laboriously formed by Sargon, slipped away 
almost unnoticed. The defeat of the king of Urartu had laid open 
the northern and eastern frontiers to the invasion of the Cimmerians. 
Elam and Babylonia began negotiations to wage war on Assyria; 
and much of Assyria proper was infested by Aramean tribes. 

Of all of these countries, Babylonia presented the most pressing 
danger. In 703 the Babylonians set up as their king a certain 
Mardukzakirshum. However, he had hardly occupied the throne 
when the forceful Merodach-Baladan reappeared on the scene. Upon 
the death of Shalmaneser V, Merodach-Baladan had been able to 
secure for himself the throne of Babylon; but after having enjoyed 
royal authority and dignity for twelve years, he had been ousted by 
Sargon in 709. Then, when Sargon left the land of the living and his 
place was taken by Sennacherib, he sent an embassy to the Elamites, 
east of the Tigris, who gave him full-hearted support, furnishing 
eighty thousand bowmen alone. With the aid of the Elamites he 
now reappeared, expelled Mardukzakirshum, and regained the throne 
from which he had been driven by Sargon. He knew quite well that 
he would not be permitted to remain in possession of Babylon without 
a serious struggle, and he at once began his preparations for the 
inevitable conflict with the Assyrian king. Elam was already on 
his side; and he now entered upon negotiations with powers yet 


22) Bruno Meissner, op. cit., p. 192. 
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farther afield. He succeeded in gaining the support of the Arabian 
queen Yati’e. An embassy was sent to Hezekiah, king of Judah, to 
congratulate him on his recovery from a severe illness. Plainly 
enough the real motive was to stir up disaffection against Assyria 
and to lay the foundations for a rebellion in the Westland. The 
ambassadors were received most hospitably, Hezekiah “hearkened” 
to the Babylonian envoys, and showed them all the resources of his 
kingdom. Does that not mean that Hezekiah, too, promised to join 
the ranks of the rebels? Other nations probably were approached as 
well, and it may be that the rebellion which subsequently broke out 
in the Westland against Assyria was originally intended to syn- 
chronize with Merodach-Baladan’s revolt in Babylonia.) 

Isaiah severely reproached Hezekiah, telling him that Jehovah 
was the all-sufficient Strength for Judah and that alliance with 
foreign nations would merely tempt Him to wrath. “Hear the words 
of Jehovah: Behold, the days will come when all that is in thy house 
and that which thy fathers have laid up in store unto this day shall 
be carried to Babylon, and thy sons that shall issue from thee, whom 
thou shalt beget, shall they take away, and they shall be eunuchs in 
the palace of the king of Babylon.” (Cp. 2 Kings 20 and Is. 39.) 

Some scholars have placed the embassy of Merodach-Baladan in 
Sargon’s reign. But the great objection to that is the fact that the 
curent chronology does not permit Hezekiah to be placed back so far. 
Nor does it seem to be in harmony with 2 Kings 20. 

For six months Merodach-Baladan was permitted to reign in 
peace. But then Sennacherib crushed the Babylonian army and 
made Bel-ibni viceroy of Babylonia. In 702 Sennacherib undertook 
a raid among the Kassites and into Ellipi and pacified the entire 
eastern section of his empire. And now he was prepared to meet the 
situation in the Westland. 

The Lebanon region was the first part of the West to bow in 
submission, in 701. Then followed Sidon the Great, Little Sidon, 
Zarephath, Acco, and Ushu, under Mount Carmel. At Ushu there 
appeared the kings of Ammon, Moab, and Edom to kiss the royal 
feet of Sennacherib and to secure his grace and favor. The march 
was resumed, and the Assyrian army passed around Carmel and down 
the Plain of Sharon, and one city after the other was attacked 
and taken. 

Judah and Jerusalem were the next objective. When Hezekiah 
saw that Sennacherib had come to fight against Jerusalem, he took 
counsel with his advisers and decided to stop the waters of the foun- 
tains outside of the city and the brook that flowed through the midst 


23) Sidney Smith, The First Campaign of Sennacherib, pp. 7—12. 
R. W. Rogers, Cuneiform Parallels to the Old Testament, p. 361. 
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of the land, for they said: “Why should the king of Assyria come 
and find much water?” The city wall was repaired and strengthened. 
Shields and weapons were prepared in abundance. Perhaps it was 
at this time that Hezekiah made the pool and constructed the under- 
ground aqueduct which brought water into the city, 2 Chron. 32, 1—8; 
2 Kings 20, 20. 

Sennacherib advanced and laid siege to Lachish. It was a strong 
city and offered serious resistance; but it was all of no avail. 
Assyrian sculptures show the inhabitants standing on the battlements 
and towers and shooting down the men who attempt to raise scaling- 
ladders or hurling stones and lighted torches against the wicker 
shields and wooden sheds of the Assyrian soldiers, who try to extin- 
guish the fire by pouring water on the sheds with long-handled ladles. 
There we see Jewish prisoners impaled alive or flung naked upon the 
ground to be flayed alive or have their heads struck off by the sword; 
and there we behold his majesty the Assyrian monarch receiving 
the spoil, the captive soldiers, and ox-drawn carts with captive women 
and children.*4) 

When Lachish was besieged and Hezekiah realized the serious- 
ness of the situation, he took steps to avert the approaching disaster 
and sent an embassy to the Assyrian king at Lachish, saying: “I have 
offended; return from me. That which thou puttest on me I will 
bear,” 2 Kings 18, 14. The penalty was specified, and Hezekiah 
emptied the treasuries of the Temple and of the king’s house and cut 
off the gold plate of the door-posts of the Temple and sent thirty 
talents of gold and three hundred talents of silver to Sennacherib. 
Instead of being satisfied with this enormous sum of money, Sen- 
nacherib aspired to take possession of a city which could pour out 
on demand such a mass of gold and silver and sent a detachment of 
troops from Lachish to demand full surrender of Jerusalem. 

He sent his tartan (turtanu), rabsaris, and rab-shakeh (three 
Assyrian officials whose functions have not yet been clearly defined) 
to Jerusalem, who took up their position by the aqueduct of the 
upper pool on the highway passing the fuller’s field; and there they 
negotiated with the Judean ambassadors. In effect, the rab-shakeh 
told the Jews: “Say to Hezekiah, Thus saith the great king, the 
king of Assyria: In what dost thou trust? Is not thy strength for 
war but useless talk? In whom, then, dost thou trust that thou hast 
rebelled against me? Behold, thou trustest in Egypt, this staff of 
a shattered reed, which hath pierced the hand of him who leaned 
upon it. But if thou sayest, ‘It is Jehovah, our God, in whom we 
trust,’ is not that He whose high places and altars Hezekiah hath 
taken away and hath said to Judah and Jerusalem, ‘Ye shall worship 


24) A.T. Olmstead, History of Assyria, p. 308. 
28 
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before this altar in Jerusalem’! Now, therefore, I pray thee, give 
pledges to my lord, the king of Assyria, and I will give thee two thou- 
sand horses if thou canst place riders upon them. How, then, wilt 
thou turn away the face of one captain of the least of my master’s 
servants and put thy trust in Egypt for charicts and for horsemen? 
In truth, it was by order of Jehovah Himself that I have come up 
against this land to destroy it.” 

Horrified at the claim of Jehovah’s approval, the Jewish repre- 
sentatives told the rab-shakeh to continue in Aramaic, the diplomatic 
language, lest the men crowded on the wall might understand it. 
But he at once improved the opportunity and said, “Was it to your 
master and to you that my lord sent me? No, it was to these very 
men on the wall.” Then, in a loud voice, he shouted to the men 
hanging over the battlements: “Hear the words of the great king, 
the king of Assyria: Let not Hezekiah deceive you; for he cannot 
deliver you, neither let him tell you that the Lord will deliver you, 
so that this city will not fall into the hands of the king. Make 
a treaty with me, and every man shall eat of his own vine and fig- 
tree and drink the water of his own cistern until I come and take 
you away to a land like your own, a land of grain and wine, of 
bread and vineyards, a land of oil and honey, that ye may live and 
not die. Let not Hezekiah deceive you by saying that the Lord 
will deliver you. Hath any of the gods of the other nations delivered 
his land from the hands of the Assyrian king? Where are the gods 
of Hamath and Arpad? Where are the gods of Sepharvaim? Have 
they delivered Samaria out of my hands? Which god of all these 
nations hath delivered his land out of my hand that your God should 
deliver Jerusalem out of my hands?” 

The people held their peace and answered the rab-shakeh not 
a word, in conformity with Hezekiah’s injunctions. But there may 
have been many among them to whom a peace treaty made a strong 
appeal. With rent garments the Jewish representatives went to the 
king, who, in turn, rent his clothes, covered himself with sackcloth, 
and entered the Temple in supplication. Eliakim, Shebna, and the 
priestly elders were sent to Isaiah, who told Hezekiah not to be afraid. 

The rab-shakeh departed and found Sennacherib at Libnah, 
somewhat to the northeast of Lachish. About this time the army 
of the Egyptians and Ethiopians under Tirhaka arrived to aid the 
Jews and took up their position at Eltekeh. The situation grew 
more serious for the Assyrians, and Sennacherib, probably fearing 
that Jerusalem, if left alone, might swoop down on him while in 
the thick of the battle with Tirhaka, at once wrote a letter to 
Hezekiah and sent his rab-shakeh back to Jerusalem. Then the 
armies of Tirhaka and of Sennacherib joined battle at Eltekeh. The 
commander of the Egyptian chariotry, the sons of the Egyptian 
kings, the generals in charge of the Ethiopian chariots, all were 
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taken alive, and the cities Eltekeh and Timnah fell into the hands of 
the Assyrians. Ekron, one of the five Philistine cities, was destroyed. 

Hezekiah took the blasphemous letter of Sennacherib and spread 
it before the Lord and prayed. Thereupon Isaiah sent to the king 
of Judah with a wonderful promise of deliverance. (Cp. Is. 36 f.; 
2 Kings 18,17—37; 19; 2 Chron. 32, 9—20.) 

This deliverance came through the angel of the Lord, who went 
forth and smote in the camp of the Assyrians one hundred and 
eighty-five thousand men. And when they arose early in the morning, 
behold, they were all dead corpses. Sennacherib’s own record natu- 
rally makes no mention of a disaster to his own troops in the South- 
west. But the Biblical account is supported in a number of ways. 
In the first place, we have the testimony of Herodotus. Centuries 
after the destruction of Sennacherib’s army the Egyptians told 
Herodotus a rather curious story about the disaster the Assyrian 
army had met with. Herodotus writes: “The next king, I was told, 
was a priest of Vulean, called Sethos. This monarch despised and 
neglected the warrior class of the Egyptians, as though he did not 
need their services. Among other indignities which he offered them, 
he took from them the lands which they had possessed under all 
the previous kings, consisting of twelve acres of choice land for each 
warrior. Afterwards, therefore, when Sanacharib, king of the 
Arabians and Assyrians, marched his vast army into Egypt, the 
warriors one and all refused to come to his aid. On this the monarch, 
greatly distressed, entered into the inner sanctuary and, before the 
image of the god, bewailed the fate which impended over him. As 
he wept, he fell asleep and dreamed that the god came and stood at 
his side, bidding him be of good cheer and go boldly forth to meet 
the Arabian host, which would do him no hurt, as he himself would 
send those who would help him. Sethos then, relying on the dream, 
collected such of the Egyptians as were willing to follow him, who 
were none of them warriors, but traders, artisans, and market people, 
and with these marched to Pelusium, which commands the entrance 
into Egypt, and there pitched his camp. As the two armies lay here 
opposite one another, there came in the night a multitude of field- 
mice, which devoured all the quivers and bowstrings of the enemy and 
ate the thongs by which they managed their shields. Next morning 
they commenced their flight, and great multitudes fell, as they had 
no arms with which to defend themselves. There stands to this day 
in the temple of Vulcan a stone statue of Sethos, with a mouse in 
his hand, and an inscription to this effect: ‘Look on me and learn 
to reverence the gods.’” 25) The story of the mice seems to point 
to a common and well-known pestilence in the Near East, the bubonic 


25) Herodotus, II, 141; G. Rawlinson, The History of Herodotus, 
p. 131. 
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plague, which under the name of Black Death once swept over Europe 
and killed a quarter of the population. Barton says: “In modern 
times this plague first attacks rats and mice, which in their suffering 
swarm the dwellings of men and spread the disease.” 26) It may well 
be that the angel of the Lord availed himself of this horrible pesti- 
lence to destroy the Assyrian army. 

In the second place, Sennacherib subdued the entire coast-line 
of the Mediterranean Sea and maintains to have carried off an 
enormous amount of booty and levied tribute on the conquered 
peoples; yet there is no hint in his records that he ever again visited 
this region, although he still reigned for twenty more years. Nor does 
the Babylonian Chronicle of this period mention a second expedition 
of Sennacherib against the Westland. Some specter seems to have 
haunted the memory of the Assyrian monarch and chilled his ambi- 
tion to conquer Egypt, which was constantly stirring up revolt among 
the peoples of Palestine and Syria. The cuneiform records seem to 
imply that there was something rotten in Denmark. 

As we pointed out above, Sennacherib does not make mention 
of any disaster to his army. On the contrary, he boasts that he 
shut Hezekiah up in Jerusalem like a caged bird (which is most 
likely true); that he threw up earthworks against him; that to his 
former tribute he added a special gift, thirty talents of gold, eight 
hundred of silver, precious stones, stibium, lapis lazuli, couches and 
seats of ivory, elephant hide and raw ivory, ebony and boxwood, 
cloths and chitons of various colors, implements of various metals, 
all of which was brought by Hezekiah’s ambassadors to Nineveh after 
the return of the Assyrian; and that Hezekiah’s male and female 
musicians also were taken to Nineveh and his women were incorpo- 
rated in the Assyrian harem.?’) 

Oriental Institute, Chicago University. Avex. HEIDEL. 

(To be concluded.) 
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Cine Guadengzeit nad) dem Tode, die Vernidtung aller 
Gottlojen und andere Srrlehren.*) 


Durd feine im Lauf vieler Jahre erfdienenen Schriften — Pala- 
jtinabejchreibungen, Predigtbiider, Erinnerungsbande — fowie durch 
feine Verbindung mit dem Syrifden Waifenhaus gu Yerufalem ijt 


26) G. Barton, Archeology and the Bible, p. 436 f. 
27) D.D. Luckenbill, op. cit., Vol. II, p. 119 ff. 

*) Was fol id) denn maden mit FEfus? Predigten von Advent bis 
Pfingften. Von D. Ludwig SaGneller. HG. Wallmann, Leipzig. 1935. 
420 Seiten 5X714. Bn einen gebunden. Preis: M. 5.50. — Das ewige Gebet. 
Behn Vaterunfer-Predigten. Von D. Ludwig Saneller. H. G. Wallmann, 
Leipzig. 1935. 120 Seiten 5X7%. Bn Leinen gebunden. Preis: M. 2.80. 
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D. Schneller vielen im chriftliden Leferfreife wohl befannt. C3 liegen 
uns nun givei neue Predigtbiicher von demfelben BVerfafjer vor. Der 
Widhtigkeit der Sache twegen halten wir eS fiir angebracht, die Befpre- 
dung diefer Bitdher in einem befonderen Artifel anjtatt unter der ge- 
wibnliden Rubrif erfdeinen gu fafjen. 

Was dem Lefer auch bet den angezeigten neuen Predigtbiichern zu-z 
nachft auffallt und ihn anmutet, ijt die cinface, flare, edle Sprache de$ 
Verfaljers und feine pactende Schilderungsfahigfeit; fodann aber vor 
nehmlich fein findlider Glaube an SEjum, den Heiland der Sitnder, 
und die durch folden Glauben erzeugte hriftlicke Demut fotwie das gar 
hergliche Verlangen, dak die Gnade in Chrijto und die damit gegebene 
Geligfeit fiir Beit und Ciwigfeit die Herzen aller Menfden erfitllen und 
gu freudigem Subel und Lobe Gottes ftimmen modhte. Die Predigten 
find tertgemagR und laffen nicht auger acht die Zeitverhaltniffe und die 
Bediirfnijfe der Zubdrer. 

Dafiir geben wir einige Proben, gunachft aus dem oben Zuerjt anz 
gegeigten Predigtbucd: ,, Verichtet uns denn nicht faft jedes Zeitungsblatt 
bon fdeuplicjen Verbrechen mitten in unferm eigenen Volfe? Betriiger 
fehen twir an der Arbeit oben und unten. Die Reichgetwordenen fdlem- 
men und prajfen in fiindlicher Weije. Die groke Mtalje fragt nicht mehr 
nach Gott und ijt gujrieden, wenn fie fich in die Vergnitgungen ftiirgen 
fann, und oft in die niedrigiten und gemeinften. Oft mug man fid 
fragen: Wo find Glaube und Treue, Friede, Liebe, Cintracdht geblieben? 
Die beraujcenden Getranfe verfdhlingen nit nur an Geld Milliarden, 
mit Denen der grdpte Teil der Not in Deutjchland leicht befeitigt werden 
finnte, fondern fie liefern ihre Qeute in Giinden und Verbreden, oft 
genug in leibliche und geiftige Berriittung. Taufjende von Chen, die vor 
Gottes Altar mit dem Geliibde der lebenslangliden Treue gefdloffen 
waren, werden jedeS Bahr gefchieden — was wird aus den armen Kinz 
dDern diefer Chen? Wir haben in einem Sabre dreigehntaufend 
Selbjtmirbder. Unfere Srrenhaufer find iiberfiillt. GStehen tir wirflid 
nicht mehr unter der Macht der Siinde? Mit tyrannijcher Getwalt halt 
fie unfer Bolf gefangen. Hier Hilft feine irdifde Macht. Wiffenfchaft, 
RKunjt, Obrigfeit, Gefebgebung find villig madtlo3 dagegen. Hier fann 
nur cines nod belfen: Riicfehr 3u Gott und gu dem Heiland, der uns 
retten fann bon unjern Gitnden.“” (S.29.) ,Die gange Bibel ijt das 
Wort Chrijti. Der erft hat die Bibel verftanden, der itberall den HErrn 
Chrijtus darin findet.“ ,,So ijt e3 aud) mit all unferm Predigen: nur 
folange e3 auf Chriftus hingielt, verftehen eS die Leute recht und haben 
etivaS Dabon; nur dann empfangen fie dDaraus den rechten Segen. Die 
Leute wollen am Sonntag nicht die Weisheit de3 Herrn Predigers horen, 
fondern in ihren Gergen heift e8, twie einjt jene Grieden im Tempel in 
Serufalem gu einem der Ginger fagten: ,Oerr, wir mollten YEjum 
gerne fehen.<” ,,€3 fann einer iiber die Geilige Schrift viel gu fagen 
twiffen, biel dDarin ftudiert haben; twenn er aber darin nicht JEfus als 
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feinen Seiland gefunden hat, fo bleibt fie ihm bei all feiner Gelehrjam- 
feit ein Buch mit fieben Siegeln. SEfus ijt die Bentraljonne der Bibel, 
bon der aus alles in ihr fein Lidt empfangt.” (©. 378.) ,€3 gibt Men- 
fden, welche an BEfus viele bewundern: jeine Vergpredigt, feine er- 
habene Gefinnung, feine Reinheit, feine durddringende Renntnis de3 
menjdlicden Sergen3. Aber an der Hauptiadje, feinem Verfohnungstod 
am Kreuz, gehen fie verftandnislos voriiber. GSolden Bewunderern 
SEfu wiirden alle Apojtel cinftimmig fagen: ,Wir geben feinen Pfennig 
um das, was ihr Chriftentum nennt.‘ Wenn ein Menfd in groper Ge- 
wiffen3angjt oder in SterbenSnot ift, belfen ifm alle diefe fdinen 
SGaden nits. Da Hilft nur einer: YEjus, der Gefreuzigte.” 
(S. 379.) 

Wuch aus den Vaterunjerpredigten einige Proben: ,, Richt in der 
Vortrefflidfeit deS deutiden Volfe3, das auch feine fdlimmen Sdatten- 
feiten und feine grogen Volfsfiinden hat, nicht im Deutfdjen Reich, das 
uns nicht felig macjen fann, liegt unfer Geil, fondern im Reich Gottes, 
wie e3 in BYEfus fiir alle Volfer erjdienen ift. Auch unfer deutfdes 
Volf fann durch fein anderes Tor eingehen ins Reich Gottes als durdh 
das Morgentor der Bue, der Umfehr gu Gott, der Umgejtaltung und 
Heiligung durd) das Wort Chrifti. Mur fo finnen aud die grofen 
BolfSfdhaden iiberwwunden werden, die uns taglid) zeigen, wie wenig nod 
das Reich Gottes unter uns gur vollen Herrfdaft gefommen ijt: die 
Gottlofigkeit, die Selbjt{udht, die Genuffudt, die Lieblofigfeit, bas Woh- 
nungSelend, das wir fdon Tangit batten befeitigen follen, die maffen- 
haften Chefdeidungen und die dahinter ftehende Unfiitlidfeit, das 
Xrinferelend und viele andere. Ya, lat uns nur taglich die Hande 
falten fiir unfer liebeS deutides BVolf und von HergenSgrund beten: 
sDein Reid fommel” (S.40f.) Bm Weltfrieg fielen die gebildetiten 
Volfer der Erde wie die Wilden iibereinander her und madten tot, twas 
fie nur tot madjen fonnten. Und nach dem RKriege geigte die allgemeine 
€Entartung, die Serwilderung der Sitten, dad itberhandnehmen der Verz 
bredjen, die maffenbafte Betriigerei, bas Sdhwinden des Familienfinns, 
die Unterdriidung der Nadfommenjdaft und vieles andere, dak von 
einer fittlicen Oiberentwidlung der Menjchheit im Lauf der Yahrhun- 
derte gar feine Rede ijt.” Und in der Predigt iiber die fiinfte Bitte: 
nGier fteht wieder FEfus felbft mitten im Vaterunfer, wenn auch fein 
Name nie ausdriidlid) genannt wird. Yn diefem Worte fagt er uns, 
Dag die ganze Menfdheit um ihrer Siinde twillen verloren ijt. Aber er 
tweifB aud) dafiir das grofe lifende Wort, und dies groke Wort heift 
Gnade. Diefe Gnade wird uns guteil durd fein Kreug, an dem er al3 
das Lamm Gottes die Siinde der Welt getragen hat.” (GS. 75.) 

Nur gar gu gern modjten wir mit diefem Lob der beiden Predigt- 
biider unfere Befpredung abjdliefen und fie unfern efern riichaltlos 
aufs twwarmite empfehlen. Dod) hat und der Verfaffer felbft durch einige 
AWusfagen feinerfeits das unmiglid) gemadt. Bei der fonft faft durd- 
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tveg fcjinen, richtigen, fdriftgemapen Darlegung ftdpt man ploglicd auf 
fold fonderbare Unfidten, dagR man fich fragt: Wie fommt ein lutheri- 
fer Pfarrer dagu, fo etwas gu lehren? 

Wir laffen auch jebt wieder den Verfaffer felbjt gu Worte fommen. 
Xn feinem Predigtbud ,,.Was foll id” uf. fehreibt er: ,,Gott verbiite, 
daf ic) Damit irgend jemand iiber den furchtbaren Ernjt der Ctwigfeit 
hintwegtaufde! Richts ijt getwiffer als das Wort: ,C3 ijt den Menfdhen 
gefebt, einmal gu fterben, danach aber da3 Geridt.. Bon diefem Gericdt 
find nur die ausgenommen, twelde BEju angehsren; denn der HErr 
jagt: ,Wer mein Wort horet und glaubet dem, der mich gefandt hat, der 
hat das etwige Leben und fommt nicht in das Geridt’, Joh. 5,24. Alle 
andern aber, die Den Ruf FEfu bernommen und in den Wind gefdlagen 
oder berachtet haben, ertvartet eine jchtwere, geredjte und twohlverdiente 
Strafe. Aber nicht fiir alle ijt damit jede Hoffnung ausgefdlofjen. 
Sede Strafe ift ja nur dann fittlic&h beredhtigt, wenn fie aufer der not- 
twendigen geredhten Vergeltung auch den Bivect Hat gu beffern. Worin 
befteht denn diefe Strafe? Bn dem Gleidnis vom reicden Mann und 
armen Lazarus bvergleidt fie der HErr befanntlid) mit einer peinigenden 
Slamme. Yeh habe wohl nicht nodtig, e3 befonder3 ausgufpreden, dak da 
nicjt an eine firperlicdhe Flamme gu denfen ijt. Die forperlofen Seelen 
wiirden ja eine folche gar nicht fpitren. Gemeint ift vielmehr damit dad 
brennende Feuer der Getvifjensqual und der Gottesferne. 

/ Uber auch in die Totentwelt Hinein dringt nod) die Predigt von der 
rettenden Gnade Gottes durch VEfus Chriftus. Ungezahlte Millionen 
bon Heiden, weitaus die Mehrgahl der giwanzigtaujend Millionen, die 
bisher gelebt haben midgen, find ja geftorben, ohne je ein Wort von 
SEfus vernommen zu haben. Shnen twird natiirlicgh das Cvangelium 
nod) driiben verfitndet werden. Ungegablte Nillionen bon unmiindigen 
Rindern find mitten in der Chrijtenheit gejtorben, ohne das Coangelium 
bernonumen gu haben. Gie twerden dritben noch gu dem gropen Kinder 
freund gerufen twerden. Ungegablte Millionen in der Chriftenheit find 
gejtorben, ohne dag ihnen das Cbangelium in feinem gangen Ernft und 
feiner Herrlidfeit perfonlidh nabegebracht worden ijt, die jedenfalls dem 
Rufe JEju nicht gefolgt find. Sie haben ihre Strafe verdient, fie werden 
fie auch erleiden mitffen. 

» Uber ein Strahl von Hoffnung liegt fiir fie in der Tatfache, dak 
aud nod) dritben das Coangelium berfiindigt wird. Der Apoftel Petrus 
fagt un3 in feinem erften Brief, dak SEfus nach feinem Kreugestod hin- 
gegangen fei und gepredigt habe den Geiftern im Gefangnis, dad heift, 
in ber Totenwelt, 1 Petr.3,19. Und auf Grund diefes apoftolifden 
Zeugniffes fteht in unferm Glaubensbefenntnis das troftvolle Wort, daB 
id Darin nicht miffen midte: ,niedergefahren gur Hille’ — Hille be- 
deutet in diefem Zufammenhang immer die Totentwelt. Aft denn Gott 
aud) in der Hille? MNatiirlich ift er darin, er ift ja allgegenwartig. Alfo 
ift er auch in der Hille. Darum heift 3 im 139. Pfalm: ,Fiihre ih gen 
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Himmel, fo bift du da. Bettete ich mir in die Holle, fiehe, fo bift du 
aud da. Wenn er aber in der Holle ijt, fo fann er dort nichts anderes 
fein, al8 twas er immer und iiberall getwefen ijt, namlid der Gott, 
welder twill, dak allen gebolfen werde und alle gur Erfenntnis der 
Wahrheit fommen. 

Oder meinft du, er fet nur dagu in der Holle, um fich gu racen 
und fich gu weiden an den Qualen der Verlornen und Verdammten, oder 
night vielmehr, um felbft durch dad Feuer des Geridts noch gu retten, 
twas gerettet werden fann? Wird nidt der reice Mann im Gleidnis 
nod) auf Mofe und die Propheten Hingetwiefen? Wird ifm nicht von 
ferne der Friede und die Seligfeit des frither fo armen Lazarus gezeigt, 
um aud in ifm eine Sebnfudt danad gu meden? Ware e3 nicht dentf- 
bar, dag felbjt Qudas Bfdariot, der den GErrn verriet, durd die 
Sedreden der Vergweiflung und durd die Qualen feines Getvifjen3 nod 
gebeffert twiirde und mit heigen Tranen der Meue gu den Filfen feines 
Geilandes niederjanfe und Gnade fande wie ein Brand, der aus dem 
geuer gerettet wird? Und was wird das Ende der Wege Gottes mit 
der Menfdbheit fein, eine in alle Cwigfeit verpfufdte und mifratene Welt 
bon Serdammten? oder aber der Triumph der Liebe Gottes, wie ihn 
der Apoftel Paulus im Pbhilipperbrief wie in einer blendenden Vifion 
fommen fieht, ,daf in dem Namen YEfu fich beugen twerden aller derer 
Knie, die im Simmel und auf Erden und unter der Erde (in der Toten- 
twelt) find, und alle Bungen gur Chre Gottes de3 Vaters befennen 
twerden, dDaB BEfus Chriftus der HErr fei‘? 

n@reilid, dariiber lagt uns die Geilige Schrift nidt im Bmeifel, 
dak ein Teil der Menfdheit hoffnungslos verloren ijt. Das find die, 
bon denen felbft BEfus fagt, dak ihnen twebder in diefer nod) in jener 
Welt vergeben werde; die, in denen gar nidts Gutes mehr ift, in denen 
der gittlide Funke untergegangen ijt im Satanifden und Teuflifden, 
in denen der Ruf der gittlicjen Gnade feinerlet Aniniipfungspuntt mehr 
findet. Was wird mit denen? Won ihnen fagt die Offenbarung des 
Vohannes wiederholt, dak fie ,geworfen werden in den feurigen Pfubl; 
das ift ber andere Tod. Was ijt das, ,der andere Tod? Nun, id 
denfe, das ift dod) Har: der erfte Tod, das ijt der Tod des Leibes, und 
der andere Tod, das ijt der Tod der Seele. Gie werden aus der Welt 
Gottes ausgefdieden, fie werden vernidtet. Wendet die Blicde von 
ifnen ab! Das find die ewig Verlornen, die Verdammten, die Gott 
nad Serbiihung ibrer Strafe in das ewige Nichts guriidfdleudern 
wird.” (GS. 347 ff.) 

Qn diefer Ausfiihrung Iehrt D. Schneller eine Gnadengeit 
nad dem Tode und eine fdlieblide Vernidtung aller Gottlojen 
oder Unglaubigen. iir die erfte Behauptung beruft er fich auf 1 Petr. 
3,19: ,%3n demfelbigen [dem Geift] ijt er [Chriftus] aud hingegangen 
und hat geprediget den Geiftern im Gefangni3.“ Die Frage, auf die 
eS bei der Eregefe diefer Stelle anfommt, ijt: Gat der bon dem Tode 
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aufertvedte Chriftus den Geiftern im Gefangnis der Holle eine Gnaden- 
predigt oder eine Gefebespredigt gehalten? Der Raum in diefem Buz 
jammenbang will e3 faum geftatten, dak mir des Iangeren auf die 
Eregefe diefer bejtrittenen Stelle eingehen. Rurg fet nur dies ertwahnt: 
1. Das Wort xnevooew bedeutet nidt an und fiir fich die Verfiindigung 
deS Ehangeliums, fondern einfach verfiindigen, alS Herold auftreten. 
Was verfiindigt wird, mug der ZBufammenbhang entfdeiden. Go ift 
Matth. 4,23 gu lefen, dak FEjus das Evangelium bon dem Reis 
predigte, xal xnqvoowv td edayyédiov tis Paotkeias; Hingegen fagt der 
Apoftel, Rim. 2,21: ,,.Du predigft, man folle nicht ftehlen, 6 xnevoowv 
wh xAérterv, und du ftiehlit”, two aljfo das Wort bon der Gefebespredigt 
gebraucht wird. 2. Der ganze Zujammenbhang der Petriftelle handelt 
pon Gedanfen de Gericdhts. C8 ijt nicht bon Leuten die Rede, die gu 
ibren ebgeiten feine Gelegenheit hatten, das Evangelium gu Horen, 
fondern im Gegenteil von denen, tweldhen Noah, der Prediger der Ge- 
rechtigfeit, ifr Heil im verheifenen Meffias verfiindigte, die e3 aber im 
Unglauben bon fich wiefen. Die find nun im ,,Gefangni3”, aus dem fie 
nicht wieder frei werden. 3. Der Apoftel troftet ja, wie der Zujammen- 
hang geigt, die Chriften in ihren Leiden damit, dak er fie Hintweijt auf 
den Triumph Chrifti ber feine Feinde, fo daR die Chrijten einjtiweilen 
in Geduld ausharren. Die Hillenfahrt Chrijti war nicht ein Gnaden-z 
eingug, fondern ein Triumphgug de$ SiegerS, der iiber feine Feinde 
das Verdammungsurteil osffentlich proflamierte. Man darf nicht 
auger acht lafjen, da Chrijtus gwar nicht gu dem Brwec in der Welt 
erfcienen ift, um die Welt gu richten, fondern allein dazu, dap die 
Welt durch ihn felig werde, Joh. 3,17, dak er aber denen, die ifn nun 
im Unglauben berwerfen, als Richter erfheinen wird; ja, ter nicht an 
ibn glaubt, ijt damit {chon gericdtet, B. 18. 

Selbjt gugugeben, dak diefe Petvriftelle cine exegetifde Schwierig- 
feit Darjtellt, twas wir nicht gugeftehen, fo ift eS dod ein allgemein an- 
erfannter hermencutifder Grundfab, dak eine dunfle Stelle im Licht der 
flaren Stellen in Gottes Wort ausgulegen ijt. Nun gibt aber Gottes 
Wort fonft dem Unbupfertigen nidt den geringjten Anhalt, nod in der 
Totenwelt auf Gnade gu Hojfen, fondern leugnet dies geradezgu ex- 
pressis verbis an bielen flaren Stellen. Che der Heiland nach feiner 
Wuferjtehung feine ficdhtbare Gegentwart entzog, gab er feiner Kirche den 
grogen Miffionsbefehl: ,,Gehet hin in alle Welt und prediget das Evanz 
gelium aller Rreatur!” Dann fiigte er hingu: ,Wer da glaubet und 
getauft wird, der wird felig werden; wer aber nicht glaubet, der wird 
berdammt twerden.” Der einfaltige Bibellejer — und fiir den ift gu- 
nadjt die Schrift gegeben — wird die Worte Chrijti nur fo verftehen 
fonnen, dDaB jebt, und folange die Welt jteht, das Evangelium allen 
Menjdhen bon der Kirche verfiindigt werden foll und dak der, der das 
Cbangelium jest im Unglauben bverivirft, berdammt wird. 


Wie aber mit denen, die e3 itberhaupt nicht gehirt haben? Chriz 
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ftus redet Matth. 24,11 bon denen, die durch falfde Propheten vber- 
fibrt morden find, deutet dann aber nidt an, dak foldje nod 
nach bem Tode eine Gelegenheit gur Bue haben werden, fondern fagt: 
Wer aber beharret bis anS Ende, der wird felig. Und e3 wird ge- 
prediget werden das Changelium bom Reich in der gangen Welt gu einem 
Zeugnis itber alle Volfer; und dann wird das Ende fommen”, VB. 13.14. 
Chrijtus redet bon einer Endgeit, auf die nicht noch cine Gnadengzeit 
folgt, fondern das Geridht iiber alle Menfden; und diefe Endzgeit fallt 
nad Chrijti Worten in dDiefes Veben und nicht in die Totentwelt, 
Hebr. 9,27. BJebwt fommt der himmilifde Brautigam gur Hodgcit. 
Die toridten Yungfrauen, die nidGt jest den Brautigam im Glauben 
empfangen, twerden nicht mit ifm gur Hochzeit eingehen fonnen, jondern 
werden die Tiir verfdloffen finden, Matth. 25, 1—10. ,,Wer nicht 
glaubet, der ijt fehon geridtet”, Soh. 3,18. ,, Sebwt ift die angenehme 
Beit, jebt ift der Tag deS Heils”, 2Ror.6,2. ,,Wenn der gottlofe 
Menjch ftirbt, jo ijt Hoffnung verloren”, Spr. 11, 7. 

D. Schneller jagt: , Wird nicht der reidhe Mann im Gleichnis nod 
auf Mofe und die Propheten hingewiefen? Wird ihm nicht von ferne der 
@riede und die Seligfeit deS frither fo armen Lazarus gezeigt, um auch 
in ihm eine Sehnfucht danad gu weden?” (S.349f.) Wir antiworten: 
Nein, das fagt Gottes Wort nit, fondern das gerade Gegenteil. Nicht 
der reidje Mann in der Holle, fondern feine ihn nod iberleben- 
den BSriider auf Erden werden auf Mofe und die Propheten hin- 
gewiefen, Luf.16,27—31; dem reiden Mann felbft wird flar gefagt, 
dak er nie iiber die Kuft, die ihn bom Himmel trenne, hinitberfommen 
wwerde, B.26. Wie D. Schneller bei den flaren Worten der Schrift dem 
reiden Mann nod AWusficht auf ein Entrinnen aus der Hille geben fann, 
ift un3 unerflarlid. 

Qn begug auf D. Sdhnellers Lehre bon der fdhliekliden Vernidtung 
der Gottlojen weifen wir gang furgz bin auf Matth. 25,46. Da ijt die 
Rede bon der ewigen Geligfeit einerjeits und andererfeits bon der 
emigen Berdammnis. Gibt man zu, daB die Geligfeit emig 
Dauert — und wer twollte das [eugnen? —, fo mu man auch gugeben, 
daB die Verdammnis ewig dauert; denn in beiden Fallen wird 
dadsfelbe griechhifde Wort, aidvov, gebraudt, um das ewig Dauernde gu 
begeidnen. Wud) dem reiden Mann in der Hille wird, wie fchon vorher 
gefagt, nidt Vernicdhtung in Wusficht geftellt, fondern ein Bleiben in 
etwiger Qual und Pein, Vuf. 16, 26. 

Qn diefem Zufammenhang redet D. Schneller von etwas ,,Gutem” 
und bon einem Unfniipfungspuntt fiir die Gnade im natiirliden Men- 
fen, S. 350. Mad der Sehrift find alle Menfden von Natur tot 
in Giinden, in gleidher Sduld und in gleider Verdammni3. Dak man 
den Gottlofen Hoffnung auf Gnade in der Totentwelt madt und fie mit 
{dlieflider Vernidtung troftet, falls fie auch dann fich nicht befehren, ift 
nicht nur gegen das Hare Wort Gotte3, fondern macht die Siinder fier 
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und hindert den Lauf und den Bie der Predigt de3 Cvangeliums. 
Und twelde Enttaufdung fiir die Gottlofen und Unglaubigen, wenn fie 
nun dod) in der Holle ewig Qual leiden miiffen! Und weldhe Verant- 
twortung hat der auf fich genommen, der ifnen dagu mit einer fchrift- 
widrigen Vernidtungslehre geholfen hat! Die ,barmbergigen Theo- 
Yogen‘ (misericordes theologi) — fo hat man die Qeugner und RKritifer 
der Schriftlehre bon der eigen Verdammnis genannt — gebhidren tat- 
fachlich gu den unbarmbergigiten Veuten. Anftatt vor der Hille gu 
jwarnen und fo bon der Oolle gu erretten, verjenfen fie, foviel an 
ihnen ijt, Die Menfdhheit in das etvige Verderben.” (Pieper, Dogmatif 
III, 618.) 

Die Verfdiedenheiten in der Abendmabhlslehre find D. Sdneller 
nur gutgemeinte menjfdlice Verjude, ein Geheimnis gu erflaren. Cr 
fagt: , Wir wollen dabei alle jene gutgemeinten menjdliden Verjude 
bergefjen, die un8 erflaren twollen, wie e3 eigentlich gugebe, dak fic 
SEfus im Wbendmahl mit uns vereinigt und uns aufs tiefjte feqnet. 
Ob e8 die Tutherifde oder reformierte oder fatholijde Erflarung ijt, fie 
find alle nur ohnmadtige Verfuce, cin Geheimnis Gottes gu erflaren.“ 
(S.276.) Muther hat den Romifchen und den Reformierten (Marburg) 
gegeniiber nicht eine folch gleicdgitltige Steung ecingenommen; e3 war 
ihm vielmehr heiliger Crnjt und Geiviffensface, die Worte Chrifti fo 
ftehengulafjen, wie fie lauten, und twie der Apojtel Paulus fie erflart. 
Das ijt die eingig richtige Stellung gu Gottes Wort. 

Much in der Lehre von der satisfactio vicaria redet D. Schneller 
ander8, al3 die Lutherifden Befenntnisfdriften und die Lutherifden 
Dogmatifer auf Grund deS Wortes Gottes reden. Er fagt: ,Hatte 
Gott ohne Golgatha und ohne tweiteres der gangen Welt Siindenver- 
gebung verfiindigen laffen, fo tare dadurd die Menfdhheit in ihrer 
Giinde nur bejtarft worden. Gie hatte gemeint, wenn die Giinde dod 
ohne tweiteres bergeben twerde, fo fonne fie fo jchlimm nicht fein, Gott 
lafje in feiner milden Giite am Ende fiinf gerade fein und twerde fclieB- 
lich Doch alles bergeben. Da ware aber im Vetwuftfein und Getviffen der 
Menfdhheit Gottes Heiligfeit in die Briiche gegangen. Gottes Heiligfeit 
und die Unantajtbarfeit feines Willens mute vor aller Welt auper 
Biweifel geftellt werden. Um fie gu Ehren gu bringen, hat FCjus als 
der berufene Vertreter der Menfdheit ihre Siinde vor den Augen der 
gangen Welt an feinem eigenen Leibe verurteilt und hat freitvillig, nicht 
geatoungen, al Gottes Lamm die Giinde der Welt getragen und ge-z 
biift.... Go, liebe Gemeinde, fuchen wir uns nach den Worten der 
Geiligen Schrift den Sinn de3 RKreugestodes YEfu veritandlid) gu 
madden. Manche weifen aud) noch auf anderes hin. Gie betonen, dag 
e3 in der Menfdhheit wenigitens einen eingigen geben mufte, der dad 
gange Gefeb und den gangen heiligen Willen Gottes erfiillte und Gott 
Genugtuung leiftete. Diefe Forderung habe SEjus an unferer Statt 
bis in dDen Tod, felbjt unter den furdtbarften Leiden, in vollfommener 
Weife erfiillt. 
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» Aber ich geftehe, liebe Gemeinde, dak ich mir nicht einbilbde, dag 
wir mit alledem den gangen Ginn de3 Kreugestode3 FCju ergriimbdet 
haben. Sch glaube, wir werden hier auf Erden das Geheimnis nie 
gang durdjdauen, wiefo dDurd) JEju Tod die Siinde mit ihren Folgen 
tweggenommen twird, vielleidht auch nidt im Himmel. Die befte Crfla- 
rung de3 Geheimniffes des Kreuges, die auch der Geringjte faffen fann, 
findet ihr immer nod in den ferrliden Pajfionsliedern in unferm Ge- 
fangbucd. €8 gibt in unfern Begiehungen gu Gott eben viele Geheim- 
niffe, Die wir einfach ftehenlaffen und glaubig anbeten miijjen. 3u 
Ddiefen Geheimnifien gehirt das Kreuz.“ (S. 262—265.) 

D. Schneller will die ftelIbertretende Genugtuung als 
eine Grflarung de3 Lebens und Lecidens und Sterbens Chrifti gelten 
lafjen, nicht aber al8 die Schrifilehre. Damit greift er aber das Ben- 
trum der gangen drijtliden Heilslehre an. Mach D. Schnellers Anficht 
twollte Gott nur fo feine Heiligfeit wahren, dak er in dDem Tode YEfu 
geigte, twie ernjt er e3 mit der Giinde nehme. Nur in dem Ginne 
babe Chriftus unfere Giinden getragen, fei er unfer Stellvertreter ge- 
twefen. Wo bleibt da aber Gotte3 jtrafende Geredtigfeit, nach der er 
dem Giinder das Verdammungsurteil gugefproden hat? Wenn die 
Sdrift fagt: ,Chriftus hat uns erldfet bon dem Flu des Gefekes, da 
er tward ein Flud fir uns”, Gal. 3,13, und Sef. 53,5: ,Die Strafe 
Yiegt auf ihm, auf dag wir Frieden Hatten, und durd feine Wunden find 
wir gebeilet”, fo lehrt die Schrift doch mahrlich damit die ftellvertretende 
Genugtuung wie aud an vielen andern Stellen. Den Fluch, der uns 
hatte treffen follen, nabm Chrijtus auf fid) und biifte ifn an unferer 
Statt. Der Bie war nidt nur gu zeigen, twie ernft Gott e3 mit der 
Siinde nehme, fondern uns zu Heilen. Deshalb mute Chrijtus alle 
Giinden der gangen Gitndermwelt auf fic) nehmen. Hatte Gott 
nur feinen Untwillen gegen die Siinde dem Menfden geigen wollen, fo 
todre das nicht ndtig getvefen. 

So ift aud die Verjshnung cin Vorgang im Herzen Gottes und 
nicht, wie D. Sdneller behauptet, cin Vorgang im menfdliden Getvifjen. 
(S. 248.) AWllerdings heift e3, dab Gott die Welt mit fich felber ver- 
fohnte. Wher wie? ,,Und rednete ihnen ihre Sinden nidt gu“, 2 Kor. 
5,19. Die Verfohnung der Menjchen mit Gott fam fo guftande, dak, 
durd) das Dagiwijdenfommen Chrifti Gott feinen Born iiber die fiindigen 
Menfden gu Ende fommen liek. Das ift die objeftive Redhtferti- 
gung. Die SGinneSanderung im Menfden entfteht 
dDurd die Befehrung, da der bupfertige Siinder fid im Glauben 
der bereits borhandenen Giindenvergebung in Chrifto, alfo der 
gnadigen Gefinnung Gottes gegen den Giinder, troftet. C3 gabe ja aud 
feinen Ginn, wenn man fagen twollte, dag ,da3 Wort bon der Verjoh- 
nung“, da8 gepredigt werden foll, den Menfdjen die fon in ihrem 
Herzen borgegangene GinneSanderung verfiindigte; 
nein, dDurd dies Changelium foll e3 nun erft bei den Menfden gur 
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GinneSanderung fommen. ,,So find wir nun Botidafter an Chrijtus’ 
Statt; denn Gott vermahnet durd uns. Go bitten wir nun an Chri- 
ftu3’ Statt: Laffet euch berfohnen mit Gott! Denn” — und damit fagt 
der Apoftel, wie eS dagu fam, daf wir nun einen verfohnten, einen uns 
gnadig gefinnten Gott haben — ,er hat den, der von feiner GSiinde 
wufte, fiir uns gur Siinde gemadjte, auf dab wir twiirden in ihm die Ge-z 
redtigfeit, Die bor Gott gilt”, 2 Ror. 5,17—21. Auf Grund der objef- 
tiven Sedtfertigung fommt e3 zur fubjeftiven Rechtfertiqung. 

Wierdings, bei Betradtung der geoffenbarten Wahrheiten fommen 
dem Menfdjen allerlet Fragen, die er nicht zur Bufriedenheit feiner Ver- 
nunft beantworten fann. Was Gott uns geoffenbart hat, ijt gwar nicht 
contra rationem, tvohf aber supra rationem. Und dad liegt in unferm 
Verhaltni3 zu Gott. Der Menfdh ijt eben Menfd und nicht Gott. Um 
Gott begreifen gu fonnen, miipte der Menfd auf gleicer Stufe mit Gott 
ftehen, alfo Gott werden; und da8 ift ausgefdlojfen. Go foll denn der 
Menfeh in gbttliden Saden nicht mit der Vernunft operieren, fondern 
fig an Gottes flares Wort halten. 

Damit bringen wir nun die Vefpredhung der Schnellerfden Predigt= 
biicher gum Wbjchlug. Da der ehriviirdige Verfaffer derjelben feine Wn- 
fidten Durch dDen Dru in die weite Welt hat hinausgehen lafjen, fo wird 
er e3 uns gewif nicht verdenfen, dak wir bei der Befprechung auf das 
hingelviefen haben, wobon wir iibergeugt find, dak e3 nicht mit Gottes 
Wort ftimmt. C3 handelt jich dabei eben um gar widhtige Schriftwahr- 
heiten, die im Zentrum der chrijtlicjen Lehre jtehen und nicht etiva nur 
an der Peripherie liegen. CS tut uns leid, dak die fonjt jchonen, erbau- 
liden Predigten durch einige bofe Flecen verunftaltet worden find. 

ee %. . ©. Fris. 


+o 
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1Ror. 15,3: iberliefert nadmlid habe ih cud unter 
den erften Dingen, was ih aud empfangen Jabe, 
dak Chriftus geftorben ift fiir unfere Giinden nag 
den Sdriften. 

Der Apojtel redet hier mit grokem Nachdrucd von der Predigt des 
Evangelium, wie er fie nad) Rorinth gebracht und fie dort fortgefiihrt 
hatte. Die erfte Stelle in diefer Verkiindigung, die er feinerfeits durch 
befondere Offenbarung empfangen hatte, nahm die Botfdaft von der 
ftellbertretenden Genugtuung Chrijti ein. Diefe Stelle foll diefe Ver-= 
fiindigung in der Kirche bis an das Ende der Tage auch einnehmen. 
Sie muk im Zentrum der evangelifden Predigt jtehen laut der Offen- 
barung Gottes an feine Apoftel und Propheten. Denn mie Paulus hier 
feine eigene Snfpiration begeugt, fo mweift er auch bin auf die Schriften 
deS Alten Teftaments, die eben diefe Wahrheit geweisfagt atten, 
Sef. 53; Pf.16; Py. 22. 
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Diefe Bentrallehre der chriftlihen Wahrheit ijt in ihrer fiirgeften 
worm angegeben: daR Chriftus gejtorben ift fiir unfere 
Sinden. Die gefchicdtlide Tatfache des Todes Chrifti wird alfo aud 
hier begeugt; denn ohne diefe Tatfade hat die Botfdaft des Cvan- 
geliums feinen Ginn. Cbhrijtus mufte alS Stellvertreter der gangen 
Welt fein Leben in den Tod geben. Und dies hat er getan fiir unfere 
Siinden, als der Sindentrager der gangen Welt, indem er fich hin- 
gegeben hat an unjerer Statt. Unfere Giinden waren e3, die den Tod 
berdient batten, und die Sdhuld hatte uns angeredjnet werden follen. 
Uber Chrijtus hat fich fiir uns in3 Mittel getan. Er hat diefe Stell- 
bertretung fo vollfommen ausgeitbt, dak er fiir unfere Giinden genug- 
getan hat. Die Strafe ijt begahlt, die Schuld ijt gebiigt; die felige 
Srucht feines Todes gehirt uns und allen, die ihn im Glauben an- 
nehmen. 

1 Petr.2,24: Welder unfere Sinden felber hinaufz- 
getragen hat in feinem Leibe auf da8 Holz, damit 
wit, Den Giinden abgeftorben, der Geredhtigfeit 
leben, Durd weldhes Wunde ifr geheilt worden feid. 

Der Sab, aus dem unfere Stelle genommen ijt, beginnt mit VB. 21, 
vo der Apojtel davon redet, dak die Chriften dagu berufen find gu leiden 
und gu dulden, und e3 eine befondere Gnade Gottes nennt, wenn fie um 
Wobhltat willen leiden und erdulden fonnen. Gubjeft de3 gangen Sabes 
ijt Chriftus, bon dem fon im erften abbangigen Sak gefagt wird, 
Dag er gelitten hat fiir uns, dak fein ftellvertretendes Leiden 
und Sterben un3 zgugut gefdeben ijt. C3 werden dann tweiter die 
eingelnen Punfte vorgefiihrt, in denen Chriftus im Gebhorfam fiir uns 
tatig tar. 

Und dann folgt die Kimar der Ausfage im lebten Relativfab: 
welder [Chrijtus] unfere Giinden felber hinaufgetra- 
gen hatin feinem Reibe auf das Holy. Chrijtus, der von 
Gott gu unferm Propheten, Hobhenpricfter und Propheten Gejalbte, ijt 
e8, bon dem die Rede ijt. Was bon ihm audsgefagt wird, erinnert 
durdhiweg an Jef. 53,4 ff. Yammer twieder wird die Stellvertretung de3 
Meffias betont. Er hat unfere Giinden getragen, hinaufgetragen. 
Er hat unjere Sinden gu den feinigen gemacht, er hat fie fich gang und 
gar guredjnen lajfen, er ijt fiir un3 zur Siinde gemacht, fo dak er bor 
Gott als der Schuldige daftand. Und er, unfer groper Priefter, hat 
unfere Giinden Hinaufgetragen, fie gum Srandopferaltar ge- 
bradt. Und das hat er getan in feinem Leibe, weil er eben 
feinen Leib dabingegeben hat in den Tod und das rechte Opferlamm fiir 
die gange Welt getworden ijt. Dabet twwird der Srandopferaltar in diefem 
eingigartigen Opfer begeichnet als Das Holz, wie fdhon Apoft. 5, 30; 
9,39. Wir werden dadurdh ganz befonders erinnert an Gal. 3, 18, ivo 
der Apoftel Paulus von dem Fluchholg redet, woran der, der an unferer 
Statt ein Fluch getworden ijt, gehangen hat. Wuf diefe Weife hat 
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Chriftus ftellvertretenderweije das Opfer, fich felber, dDargebracht. Mit 
unjern Giinden beladen, hat er am Flucdhhols gefdmadtet, in feinem 
Leibe hat er unfere Schuld gefiihnt. Unjere Sinden, unjere ibertrez 
tungen mit ihrer gangen Schuld, find von Chrifto auf das Kreuz hinauf- 
getragen worden, namlich um dort gefreugigt, getitet, getilgt gu werden, 
fo dak fie nicht mehr im Gericht gegen uns gur Geltung fommen fonnen. 
Und der Biwect diefes ftellvertretenden Opfers wird furg und flar 
dargelegt: Damit mir, den SGitnden abgejftorben, der 
Geredhtigfeit [eben, Durch welhes Wunde ifr gez 
heilt worden feid. Wir, diefelben Leute, die durch den Ver- 
fohnungstod Chrifti befeligt worden find, die die Erlofung bon Giinden- 
fhuld und Strafe haben, follen jebt folde jein, die den Giinden 
abgeftorben find, fo dDa® fie Dadurd gugleich bon ihrer Siindenfranfheit 
innerlic) genefen find. Denn das ijt eben, mas mir durch die jtell- 
bertretende Genugtuung Chrijti haben, was wir durd feine Wunde 
gewonnen haben: Seilung von unferm fiindlicen Verderben, fo dag 
wir jebt fraft deS RKreugestodes Chrijti bor Gott ftehen in der uns 
mitgeteilten Heiligfeit und Geredhtigfeit. B. ©. K. 
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Dispofitionen iiber die erfte von der Synodalfonferen; 
angenommene Cyangelienreihe. 


Trinitatisjonntag. 
Matth. 8, 183—17. 

Sn der altfirdlicjen ebangelifden Fejtperifope fiir diefen Sonntag 
wird da3 Saframent der Taufe bon YEfu als herrliches Gnadenmittel 
begeichnet. Yoh.3,5. Unjere Taufe, wodurcdh wir in die Gemeinfdaft 
de8 dreicinigen Gottes aufgenomimen werden, ijt bon grifter Widhtigfeit 
fiir unfer gange3 Leben. Wher auch VEfu Taufe, die in unferm Text 
ergablt wird, ijt von der allerwwidtigften Bedeutung fiir uns. 


Wie widtig JEfu Tanfe fiir unjer Chriftenleben ijt. 

. Gerade bei feiner Taufe geigte fid jeine tiefe 
SelbjterniedDrigung uns zgugut. 

. Gerade bei feiner Taufe erfillte er fiir un 
alle Geredtigfeit. 

. Gerabe bei feiner Taufe ermeift er fidh als 
unfer gottlider Erlofer. 


1. 

Sohannes, der Vorlaufer des HErrn, predigte Buge und Bez 
fehrung, und viele gingen hinaus gu ihm, borten feine Predigt, befann- 
ten ihre Giinden und liefen fic taufen, B.5.6. Dabdurdh ftellten fich 
diefe Menfdjen vor Gott hin als foldhe, die mit Siinde bededt waren 
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und unter dem Zorn Gottes ftanden und daber die verdiente Strafe 
leiden follten. Diefe Menfden, die fich bon Johannes im Yordan taufen 
lieBen, erfannten ihre eigene Niedrigfeit in Gottes Augen. Und als 
SEjus fich taufen lieB, ftellte er fich diefen Menfden gleich. Cr erz 
niedrigte fich felbjt. Cr war in Wirklidfeit nicht ein folcher, der Siinde 
befennen mute und die Taufe notig hatte. Cr war wabrer Gott, heilig 
und fiindlo3, Joh. 20, 28; 1 Joh. 5, 20; Yoh. 8,46; 2 Ror. 5,21; Hebr. 
7,26.27. Das twupte Johannes auch, al BEfus die Taufe begehrte, 
%.14; Yoh.1,30; uf. 3,16. Wogu den taufen, der feine Taufe 
notig hatte? 

So hat fic) Chrijtus, der fiindlofe Gottesfohn, erniedrigt. Cr 
fourde Menfdsh und nahm Knedtsgejtalt an, Phil. 2,7.8; 2 Ror. 8,9; 
5,21. Gr ftellte fic) den Siindern gleich, trat an deren Stelle und 
Iubd auf fic) den Zorn Gottes und die Strafe der Giinde, Sef. 53, 4. 5. 
Go erniedrigte er fich jelbjt, um unjer Stellvertreter gu werden, um 
fiir un3 Zorn und Strafe gu tragen, um un gu erlofen. Cin Stiic 
diefer Erniedrigung war feine Taufe, als er fic) den Sitndern gleid- 
ftellte. Darum ift uns YEfu Taufe von groper Widtigfeit. 


2. 

Die Taufe Chrijti ijt uns auch deshalb widhtig, weil JCjus bei 
feiner Taufe das Gefeb erfiillte. ALS Yohannes fich wehren twollte, den 
Heiland gu taufen, fprad BEfus: BV.15. Er will fagen: Du, Yohan- 
nes, lehrit, daB fich alle Menfdjen von dir taufen lajjen follen, damit fie 
bor Gott geredht werden; du bift ein Prophet, bon Gott gefandt (Matth. 
11,9); darum mu deine Lehre wabhr fein; deshalb will ich auch ge- 
tauft werden, damit id) alleS tue, was Gott verlangt. Go hat aud 
Chrijtus in feinem Leben alle Geredhtigfcit erfillt. Cr hat das ganze 
Gejeb gebalten. Alles, was Gott im Gefew fordert, hat er getan. 
Nits Hat er unterlajjen: Wefdhneidung, Gehorfam gegen Cltern, 
Bablung der Steuer, Pafjabfeier uf. Und diefe vollfommene Erfiil- 
{ung deS Gefebes gilt nun un3, Rim.5,19; Gal. 4,4.5. Wir er- 
fGeinen vor Gott, als batten wir das Gefeb erfiillt. So nimmt uns 
Gott gu feinen Rindern an. Wir ftehen in Gottes Gnade und werden 
felig. Darum ijt SEfu GefebeSerfiillung bei feiner Taufe fiir uns fo 
widhtig. 

3. 

Doc man foinnte fragen: Hat diefe Crniedrigung und diefe Ge- 
febeSerfiillung auch twirflich fiir uns diejen gropen Wert? Wenn Chriz 
ftuS nur ein Menfdh ware wie wir, dann wiirde uns da8 alles nichts 
niigen. Wher nun fteht e3 gang anders. Chrijtus ijt wahrer Gott. 
Sein Crldfungsiverf hat gdttlicde Kraft und Geltung. ATS er getauft 
war, tat fic) Der Himmel auf, V. 16.17, und in einer herrliden Offen- 
barung der heiligen Dreieinigfcit bezgeugte der Vater, dag YEjus mit 
ifm und dem Geiligen Geijte gleides Wefens und twwahrer Gott fei. 
Chrifti Gottheit wird vielfad in der Schrift begeugt. (RKatecdhi3mus, 
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Fr. 132.) Bei YEju Taufe fagt e3 der Vater felbjt, dak er fein Lieber 
Gobn fet. Weil nun JCfus, unfer Erlofer, wahrer Gott ijt, darum 
fonnen und follen wir e3 gang fider glauben, dak wir erloft find und 
purd) ihn felig werden. ,,Gott war in Chrijto und verjohnete die Welt 
mit ihm felber”, 2Ror. 5,19. Glauben wir an YEfum, fo glauben wir 
an einen géttliden Seiland, der mit gottlider Wmacht unfjere Seligfett 
ertvorben hat. Darum ijt un3 die Taufe Chrifti, bet der feine Gottheit 
bom Bater felbjt fo far begeugt worden ijt, bon fo groper Widhtigfeit. 
So wollen wir un3 heute am Fefte der heiligen Dreieinigfeit daran 
erinnern laffen, bon weld hoher Vedeutung fiir uns Chrijti Taufe ijt, 
Damit twir feine und auch unfere Taufe hocdhalten. F. MRiedner. 


Grifter Sonntag nad) Trinitatis. 
Matth. 19, 16—22. 


Wohl alle Menjchen wollen felig twerden. Die meijten, felbjt bofe, 
fhledte Menjchen, Hoffen auf ein etwiges Leben. Die Hoffnung auf 
ein befferes Dajein nach diefem Leben ftect tief im menjdhlicen Herzen. 

Obtwohl die meiften felig werden wollen, fo wollen dod febhr viele 
nicht Gottes Wege gehen, um diefes Biel gu erreiden. Gie twollen fic 
nicht bom HErrn tweifen laffen, felbjt wenn fie fcheinbar den HErrn um 
Rat fragen, felbjt wenn fie twenigftenS gutveilen ihre Bibel lefen und 


gur Kirche gehen. 

Der reiche Yingling in unferm Tert tar ein folcher Menjfd. Er 
twollte felig werden, V.16. Er war aud bereit, zum Heiland zu geben, 
um fich Pats gu erholen; aber er twar nicht bereit, den Rat de3 Hei= 
lande3 angunehmen. Diejer Lert ijt uns gur Mahnung und zur War- 
nung bom Heiligen Geijt aufgegeichnet tworden. 


Bwei Antworten auf eine widhtige Frage. 
1. Die vberfehrte Antwort des Jitnglings. 
2. Die redhte Antwort des Heilandes. 


1. 

A. Rontert. Der Heiland war auf der Reife durch Peraa jenjeits 
de3 Nordans. Wuf diefer Reije famen allerlei Leute gu ihm mit ber- 
fchiedenerlei WAnliegen: Leute mit Rranfen, V.2; Pharijaer mit einer 
Chefrage, BV.3; Miitter mit ihren Kindern, B.13; endlich auch der 
junge Mann, bon dem unfer Tert handelt. 

B. Diefer junge Mann ftellte eine ernjte Frage an den Heiland, 
B.16. One Biweifel meinte eS diefer junge Mann ganz aufridtig 
und Hoffte auch, vom Heiland die rechte Antwort gu befommen. Aber 
leider twar er nicht bereit, fic) mit der Antwort de3 Heilandes zufrieden 
gu geben, fobald er erfannte, da diefe Antwort nicht in feinen Lebens- 
plan papte. Als namlid der Heiland ihm zeigte, daB er das Gefeb voll- 

29 
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fommen erfiillen miiffe, Da fagte er (B.20): ,,Dad habe iG alles... 
twas feblet mir nod?“ 

C. Die Antwort des jungen Mannes, feine ganze Handlung3iveife 
betweift, Dak er wirflich itbergeugt war, ihm feble nichts. Cr war der 
Meinung, dak er das Gefew gehalten habe, dak darum eigentlid nichts 
weiter bon ihm verlangt werden finne. — Geradefo madden e3 heute 
noch viele Leute. Auch fie meinen, ifnen febhle nichts, fie Hatten das 
Gefeb Gottes gehalten oder hatten wenigftens den ernjten Verfuch dazu 
gemadt. Gott miiffe doch auch die gute Whficht beriidfichtigen und an- 
erfennen. 

D. Wir fehen, dag diefem jungen Mann nod fehr viel feblte. 
a. Die redte Erfenntni3s de3 Heilandes, BV.16.17. Er nannte den 
Heiland wohl Meifter, glaubte aber nicht, dag er wirflich Gottes 
Gohn fei. b. Die rechte Erfenntnis de3 HeilSmweges. Er glaubte, er 
miifje etwas Befonderes tun, um das ewige Leben gu erlangen; er 
miiffe e3 fic) felber eriwerben. Dagegen: Mim. 3,28; Eph. 2, 8.9. 
Die Wabhrheiten diefer beiden Spriide waren ihm unbefannt. c. Die 
rechte Selbjterfennini3. Cr dachte, er hatte das Gefeb vollfommen ge- 
halten, 8.20, da doch auch bon ihm galt: Pf.51,5; Jef. 64,6; Rim. 
7,18. d. Die redhte Erfenntnis de3 hidhjten Shakes, V. 22. Cr meinte 
nod immer, dab Geld und Gut der hicdhjte Sdhab im Leben fei, haber 
al3 die GemeinfdHaft mit dem Heiland. Die Matth. 6, 20 ausgefprodene 
Wahrheit war ihm unbefannt. 


E. Geradefo geht e3 nod heute. Sehr viele meinen, fie feien gute 
Leute, ihnen feble nichts. ,,Wir haben niemandem ein Leid getan. Wir 
haben immer berfudjt, alle Qeute ehrlich und ordentlic) gu behandeln.“ 
So reden auch heute nod viele und zeigen damit, dak ihnen gerade- 
fobiel feblt tie jenem reidjen Viingling. Wie fteht e3 bet dir? 


2. 

A. , Was feblet mir nod?” fragte der Siingling. Gang falfd 
twar die Antwort, die er felber auf diefe Frage gab. Aber aud der 
Heiland beanttwortet diefe Frage und beantwortet fie recht. Er zeigt 
dem reidjen Viingling, dDaB ihm nod viel feblt, und gwar zeigt er ihm 
die auf berfdiedene Weife. 

B. Er zeigt ihm erften3 einen Weg gum Leben, V.17b. 8 ift 
der Weg de3 Gefebes. Dies ijt wirklid ein Weg gum Leben, uf. 10, 28. 
Wenn Menfden das Gefeb vollfommen erfiillen fonnten und erfiillten, 
dann fonnten fie auf dem Wege de3 Gefekes felig werden. Aber jeder 
Menjdh, der ehrlich ijt, der wirflid) den ernftliden Verfud madt, das 
Gejek vollfommen gu halten, wird bald feine Unvollfommenbeit er- 
fennen. Der GSeiland will dem Yingling geigen, dak er nod) lange nicht 
bollfommen ift. Der Viingling erfannte die aber nidt. Um dem 
jungen Mann gu zeigen, wiebiel ihm nod feble an der Erfiillung de3 
Gefebe3, an der rechten Nadftenliebe, die dad Gefek verlangt, fordert 
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er ign auf: 8.21. Gr foll eben fein natiirlices Siindenelend erfennen, 
bak er noch im Geig liegt, um dann in rechter Suge, in Meue und Glau- 
ben, gum Geiland gu fommen und ifm nadgufolgen. Dad ift der eingige 
Weg gur Seligfeit, die eingig ridtige Wnttwort auf die Frage VB. 16. 
B.22. Armer reiher Yingling! Durd) fein Geld hat er fich die 
Holle erfauft; fein Geld war ihm lieber nidt nur als der Nadhjte, fon- 
dern als der Heiland, die Seligfeit. Wie fteht e3 mit dir? Rennjt du 
dich felber? dein Sindenelend? deinen OHeiland? C L. Rojdfe. 


Bweiter Sonntag nad) Trinitatis. 
3o§. 8, 1—11. 

Sowohl auperhalb als innerhalb der chrijtlicjen Kirde fommen 
wir mit groben itbertretern de3 gottliden Gejeges gufammen. Bn 
unferm Tert wird uns ergablt, wie BEfus fic in einem folden Fall ver- 
alten hat. Dad gibt uns Gelegenheit, die Frage gu beantworten: 


Was muff unfere Stelung groben dffentliden Siindern gegeniiber fein? 


1. Wir mitffen Abfdeu vor ibrer Tat gum Aus- 
Drud bringen. 

2. Wir miffen befennen, dak wir ebenfalls SGitn- 
Der find und ewige Strafe vberdient haben. 

3. Wir miffen auf die Befehrung und Beffe- 


rung der Giinder bedadt fein. 


1. 


Das Laubbiittenfeft war vorbei, aber JECjus weilte nod in und bei 
Serujalem. lS er im Tempel lehrte, wurde von Pharifaern und 
Sdhriftgelehrten ein im Chebruch ertapptes Weib bor BEfum geftellt 
mit der Frage: Was jollen wir tun? Mofes hat geboten, fold eine 
Perfon gu fteinigen. Bhre Wbficht, wie der Text fagt, war eine bife: fie 
berfudten, JCjum gu einem Wusfpruch gu verleiten, den fie alB WAnflage 
gegen ifn benugen finnten. €3 {chien allerding3, als ob fie ifn in ein 
Dilemma verjebt hatten. Gagte er, da3 Weib follte gejteinigt werden, 
fo fonnten fie ihn al8 hartherzig und als Berleugner feines eigenen 
Grundfakes von Varmberzigkeit gegen die Siinder hinjtellen; gebot er 
Milde, fo fonnten fie ifm Ungehorfam gegen die Vorfdhriften Mofis vorz 
wwerfen. SCjus bitcéte fich und fchrieb in den Gand, womit er gu erz 
fennen gab, dak er nicht auf ibre Frage adte. Bon ifnen gedrangt, 
antiwortete er fcjlieblich: , Wer unter euch ohne Siinde ift, der werfe den 
erjten Stein auf fie.” Weldhe Weisheit! Wir fehen erjten3, die Che- 
bredjerin wird bon SEfu nicht freigefproden. Bhre Siinde wird ver- 
dammt, ihre Schuld anerfannt. 

Wir diirfen uns nicht durch falfde Sentimentalitat, durch Mritleid, 
beriwandtidhaftlide Riidfidten, Furcdht und dergleiden mehr verleiten 
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lafjen, daS, twas gegen Gottes Heiliges Gefeb ijt, fiir recht gu erflaren. 
Qn vielen Fallen mag unfer Fleifh uns raten, etivas Siindlices gut- 
gubeigen. Yn Stunden folcher Verfucdung gilt e3, dab wir uns Matth. 
5,17—19 vorhalten. 9 


BEjus leugnet nicht, dak dad Weib gefiindigt und Steinigung ver- 
dient habe. Cr twirft fich aber auch nicht gum wmeltliden Ridter auf. 
Wis joldher hatte er gegen fie einfdreiten miiffen. TS gottlider Pro- 
phet und Lehrer fragt er die Klager, wer unter ihnen ohne Giinde fei. 
Er gibt gu erfennen, dak eS fich jebt nicht um das biirgerliche Gefeb, das. 
allerding3 Strafe verhangen mitfje, handle, fondern dak die Sache bon 
ifm bom rein religidjen Standpuntft aus betradtet werde. ,, Wer unter 
eud) ohne Gitnde ijt”, der tue Sdhritte, dak fie vom tweltlicken Gericht 
bejtraft twerde. Damit reift SCfus diefen fdeinheiligen Lehrern den 
Sdleier ab und lapt fie ihr eigenes WAngefidt im Spiegel des Gejebes 
bejdauen. Was fiir jammerliche Kreaturen waren fie doch, twenn fie 
fic) jelber genau priiften! Bhre Herzen waren voll Hak, Titcle, Neid, 
Ehrgeiz, Cigendiinfel und ihre Hande ebenfalls mit mander ungeredten 
Tat beflect. Wie ein Oonnerfeil traf fie diefe uneriwartete Wnttwort. 
Wus Kiagern tourden fie gu Angeflagten. Rein Wunder, dah fie, nadh- 
dem YEfus diefe Worte gejprocjen hatte, befdamt und betroffen, fich 
ftill entfernten, froh, der Nahe diejes Propheten entrinnen gu fonnen. 

Wenn wir eS mit groben Giindern gu tun haben und nicht als 
obrigfeitlide Perfonen und als Birger mit ihnen handeln, fondern als 
Chrijten, dann muf diejes Wort FCju aud uns den Weg tweifen. Mag 
ihr Vergehen nod jo grok und fdhreclid) fein, wir diirfen nicht vergefjen 
und miiffen e3 auch befennen, dag auch wir arme, elende Gefdhipfe find, 
die bet Gott weiter nichts verdient haben als Tod und Verdammnis. 
Die Gefinnung des Pharijaer3, Quf. 18, 11f., will fics in foldjen Fallen 
leider in un$ geltend macdjen. Cine ernjte Selbjtbetradtung im Lidte 
deS gottliden Gefebes muh folde aufiwallenden Gefiihle der iiberlegen- 
Heit und de$ Hodmuts unterdriicfen elfen. — Bei unjerm Strafen der 
GSiinde, das allerdings notig ijt, diirfen wir nicht itberfehen, dak auch 
wir Strafe und Zuredhtiweifung berdienen. Nur mit reumiitigem, bub- 
fertigem Geijt fei jedes Urteil, das wir itber fiindige Mitmenfden fallen, 
ausgefprodjen. Verbunden mit einem Befenntnis unjerer eigenen Siind- 
haftigfeit, wird unfer Strafen mehr Ausfidt auf Erfolg haben, als wenn 
twir den Cindrud der Selbftgeredhtigfeit ertwecen. 


3. 

VEfus lieR eS bei der BSuredhttweifung der felbftgeredhten Klager 
nit betwenden. Er fagt allerdings dem fiindigen Weib, dak er nicht 
irgendiwie ein Strafverfahren gegen fie befiirwworten twolle. Aber er 
febt hingu: ,Giindige hinfort nidjt mehr!“ Obtwohl der Bericht nicht 
angibt, bab SEfus dem armen Weib die Botfdaft von der gottliden 
Gnade erjehloffen habe, ijt e3 doch far, dak er auf eine Mnderung ihrer 
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Stellung gu Gott und gur Giinde, alfo auf ihre Suge und Heiligung, 
hintwirtte. 

Auch wir diirfen e3 in derartigen Fallen nicht bei ftrafenden Wor- 
ten iiber die Giinde und bei Bue unjererfeits bewenden lajjen. Den 
Giinder zur Reue und gum Glauben und gu einem gottfeligen Wandel 
gu fiihren, da8 mug unfer Biel fein. Dagu ermahnt un3 das BVeifpiel 
deS Heilandes. Das wird auch von der wabhren Liebe gum Nadjten 
gefordert. Welch herrliden Dienjt man fo einem irrenden Mitmenfdjen 
ertweift, fann aus Naf.5,19f. erfannt merden. Wir diirfen hierbei 
nicjt bergeffen, Dak die Herzen nicht durch Gefebespredigt, fondern durch 
die frohe Botfdhaft von der Gnade Gotte3 in Chrifto FECju erneuert 
werden. 

Wo da3 Veifpiel JEfu befolgt wird, wird nit etwa Siindendienft 
einreigen, fondern da wird der Giinde recht gefteuert werden. 

WB. Arndt. 


Dritter Sonntag nad) Trinitatis. 
Ruf. 15, 11—32. 


Sn verfchiedener Hinficht geidnet fich dies Gleichnis vor andern 
aus. Unter allen Gleichnisreden de$ Heilandes ijt e3 wohl das aus- 
fiihrlichfte. Und welche Fiille bon foftlicjen Wahrheiten enthalt e3 doch! 
Mit Recht wird e3 daher ein Evangelium im Cvangelium genannt. 
Wegen jeiner Sdhinheit ditrfen wir 3 die Perle und Krone aller Gleich- 


niffe nennen. Wir wollen e3 nun betradten als 


Die Gefdidte eines armen Siinders, der fic) befehrt. 
Wir fehen 
. Die Trennung des Giinders von Gott; 
2. Die UmEechr des Giinders gu Gott; 
. Die Aufnahme des Siinders bei feiner Heim-=- 
fer. 1 


a. 8.11—13. Wie der verlorne Sohn fid von feinem Vater trennt 
und da8 Vaterhaus verlagt, fo trennt fic) der Siinder bon feinem Gott. 
Die Worte ,,Siinde”, ,,fiindigen”, ,,Siinder” werden oft abgeleitet von 
dem altdeut{dhen Wort ,fiindern”, das heift, fondern, trennen. Der 
Giinder will nicht, was Gott will; er will vielmehr, twas Gott nidt 
will. Wie der Sohn im Gleidnis gu feinem Vater fpridt: B.12, fo 
meint dDer Giinder aud, daf er ein Recht habe gu tun, twas er twolle, und 
fein Leben fo gu fiihren, wie e3 ihn geliifte. Cr will fret fein bon Gott 
und den Sehranfen de gottlidjen Willens. Cr will das Gut, das er 
hat, nad Sergensluft genieBen; wenn eS ihn gut diinft, e3 verpraffen, 
berfdiwelgen. 

b. B.14—16. Go lernt auch der Giinder, dak feine bermeintlide 
Sreiheit die elendefte Sflaverei ijt. Sein Schwelgen und Praffen ift 
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nicht ein Vetweis, dah er frei ijt, fondern vielmehr, daR er cin Knecht 
deS TeufelS und feines findlichen Fleifdjes ijt. Gar bald wurde e3 
dem berlornen Gobn offenbar, dak er die milde Serrfdaft de Vater- 
Haujes fiir die bitterjte Sflaverei bertaufdt und fich in namenlofes Elend 
geftiirgt hatte. Go lernt aud) der Giinder, dak die Giinde der Leute 
Verderben ijt, dak der Tod der Siinde Sold ift: bifes Gewiffen, Angit, 
Schande, Lajterfnedhtidaft, Versweiflung uftv. 


2. 


a. B.17—19. Doch das Clend de3 verlornen Sones follte in 
Gotte3 Gand ihm helfen, dag er gur Vefinnung fam. Geine Not er- 
innert ifn an das Vaterhaus, das er verachtet hatte. Cr fehlagt in fic, 
befennt reumittig fein Unrecht, 8.18.19. Cr wird wohl gedacht haben: 
Cinjt twar ich im trauten Vaterhaus, jebt bin ich in der Frembde; einft 
twar ich ein TiebeS Rind, jest bin id) cin elender Rnedjt; einjt hatte id 
einen Tieben Water, jebt habe ich einen unbarmbergigen Herrn; einjt 
hatte ich die Fiille, jest leide ich den gréften Mangel. — Hier haben wir 
da3 Bild eines reumiitigen Gitnders. Cr erfennt feine Giinde, fieht, 
twas fie iiber ihn gebracht und tie er durch fie den himmlijden Vater 
ergitrnt fat. Obne Riicfhalt und ohne irgendiwelche Entiduldigung be- 
fennt er, dak er der gittlidjen Gitte gang und gar untwiirdig ijt und nur 
Gottes Zorn und Ungnade berdient hat. 

b. Wher der verlorne Sohn veragtweifelt nidjt in feinem Clend, 
B.18.19. Nicht denft er allein an das Vaterhaus mit allem, was e3 
Gutes birgt, fondern vor allem an den lieben Vater, den er durch feinen 
fdndden Undanf und fein fdhandlicdes Betragen fo tief gefranft hat. 
Nicht fagt er: Yeh will mich aufmadjen und in mein Vaterhaus zuriic- 
fehren, wo ich Brot die Fille haben twerde”, fondern: Sch will mid 
aufmaden undD gu meinem Bater gehen” uj. Gein leiblices 
lend plagt ihn nicht fo febr als vielmehr der Gedanfe an feine jchwere 
Verfiindigung gegen den lieben Vater; nicht Brot, fondern Verjohnung 
wiinfdt er. Und der Entfdhluk wird zur Tat, V.20a. ALS ein buf- 
fertiger Siinder, der feine Schuld erfennt und fieht, dak er alle Rechte 
eines Rindes berfdergt hat, geht er gu feinem Vater, um dort um Erz 
barmung 3u bitten. Gr twill meiter nits, als daR fein Vater ihm Ge- 
legenbeit gibt, in herglicker Danfbarfeit fiir folche gnabdige Vergebung 
ihm Zu dienen. — Go auch der arme Giinder, der zur Erfenntnis feiner 
Giinde fommt. Biwar erfennt er feine vodllige Untwiirdigfeit, aber er 
bergiveifelt nicht an Gottes Gnade. Er verlaRt fich auf die Ber- 
heigungen de$ Coangelium3, die ihm Vergebung feiner Giinden um 
Chrifti willen gufagen. Und fo geht er denn gu feinem himmlifden 
Vater und fleht toll Zuverfidt um Erbarmen. Wie der Gedanfe an die 
@Giite de3 Vaters den verlornen Sohn bejtimmt, zum Vater zuriicgu- 
fehren, fo ijt e3 bet Dem armen Giinder das Changelium bon Gottes 
Gnade in Chrifto, das die Sefehrung im GSiinder wirft und den Glauben 
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im Sergen erwedt und ftarft. Wie beim verlornen Sohn, fo finden mir 
bet jedem umfehrenden Giinder diefe Stiide: Erfenntnis und Befennt- 
ni3 der Giinde, hergliche Reue dariiber, den Glauben an Vergebung um F 
Chriftt willen und den fehnliden Wunjeh, fich fiir die empfangene Gnade 
danfbar gu ertweijen. 









3. "i 

a. B. 20b—24. QHatte der vberlorne Sohn gu viel bon feinem Vater 
ertwartet? Nein. Der Vater erblict ihn von ferne, denft aber nicht an 
die fdhiwere Verfindigung de3 Sohnes, fondern fieht blog den armen | “ 
Gohn, der feines Erbarmen3 bediirftig ijt. Cr lauft ihm entgegen, 
umarmt und fiigt ifn, B.20. Der Sohn befennt feine Sdhuld; dog 
die Schlupworte, die er hatte fagen wollen, fagt er nicht; denn fie pafjen 
nidt nad einem foldjen Empfang. Noch mehr tut der Vater in feiner 
Liebe und Freude, V. 22—24. — So macht e3 der himmlijde Vater 
mit armen Giindern bet ihrer Seimfehr. Geine Augen fdauen aus 4 
nad) ifnen; feine Wrme find gegen fie ausgeftrect; er lauft ifnen ent- ‘ 
gegen und empfangt fie mit dem iebesfuk. Cr nimmt fie bedingungs- 
o8 auf als feine lieben Kinder. Die bofe Vergangenheit ift vergeffen. 
Gr bedeckt ihre Siinden mit dem Kleid der Gerechtigkeit Chrijti, jattigt 
fie an feinem Tifd mit allen feinen himmlijden Giitern und gibt ihnen 
fo Kraft, in feinen Wegen gu wandeln. © wie felig find wir doch in 
Gotte3 Gnadenarmen! 

b. B. 25—32. Anders ift die Gefinnung de3 alteren Bruder3. Er 
ijt berdrieBlich, weil der Vater fo liebevoll ijt; beflagt fich, dak der Vater 
ifn nicht recht wiirdigt; ijt ehrfurchtslo3 gegen den lieben Vater in feinem 
Yrger und Reid und macht ihm bittere Voriwiirfe. — Diefer Gohn ift 
ein Bild der tugendftolgen, felbjtgerechten Glieder der Kirche, die e3 ver- 
geffen, DaB auch fie bor Gott fagen miiffen: Mir ift Barmbersigfeit 4 
widerfabren.” Bn ihrem Stolz denfen fie, dak fie alle Gebote gehalten 4 
haben, feiner Vergebung bediirfen und aud) nicht der Gnade gu leben 4 
braudjen. Gie argern fich iiber Gottes Liebe gegen arme Giinder, reden 
bon ihrem jahrelangen treuen Dienjt, vergeffen ihre vielen Fehler und 
iiberfehen in ihrem OHocdmut und Undank die taglide unverdiente Liebe 
de3 Vaters gegen fie. 

Dod liebt Gott auch diefe Selbjtgeredjten und will ihre Rettung 
und Geligfeit. Gr erinnert fie an feine Liebe und verfucht fo, fie bor 
dem Verderben gu betwahren. — Hat der altere Sohn gehirt? Oder ift 
er in blinder Verftodung dabinggeangen? Die Selbjtgeredhtigkeit ijt in 
mander Oinficht gefabrlider als das after. Giiten wir uns davor! 

Denfen wir an den Pharifaer und Zollner im Tempel! 


@. 3. Qanfenau. 
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The Choirmaster and His Choir. 


Since the pastor of a Lutheran congregation is the liturgist in charge 
of the entire service, the following paragraphs from an article in the 
Lutheran will be of interest to our readers: — 











“Principles Affecting the Service Itself. 


“Two considerations make it important that the music of the liturgy 
be given the first thought rather than the anthems or other special music 
of the service. The Lutheran Church is a liturgical Church. It provides 
complete liturgical services with historical texts for each day or festival. 
It does not expect its ministers and organists to build up ‘worship pro- 
grams.’ In the second place, Lutheran worship is fundamentally congre- 
” gational rather than choral in character. The special music of the choir 
is important and has its place in the whole scheme. The first consideration 
in every service must be the presentation of the liturgy for the day with 
all its appointments. 

“In the Roman Church the priest and the choir carry the service. 
The people ‘assist’ at Mass by their presence and accompany its different 
parts with appropriate devotions of their own. They sing no responses 
or hymns and have no active participation in the music. The Anglican 
theory of worship also emphasizes choral excellence, with congregational 
participation limited to hymns and a few brief responses. The longer 
canticles and other parts of the liturgy are sung by the choir to more or 
less elaborate settings (‘services’), which change frequently, even daily, 
in cathedrals. Other Protestant communions, having no historic or fully 
developed liturgy, also regard the special choral numbers as their im- 
portant musical features. 




















“Because of these facts the Lutheran choirmaster must constantly hold 
his choir to the highest point of effectiveness in its rendition of every part 
of the liturgy. The choir must be made to feel that in singing the service 
it is a part of the congregation, which has been called upon to exercise 
its own peculiar gifts of leadership. Every part must be sung clearly and 
intelligently without mumbling, dragging, or undue haste. Variety in 
method will add interest and effectiveness. Most of the responses may be 
sung in four parts. Congregational participation, however, will gain by 
occasionally singing portions in unison. 









“The organist must do more than accompany the choir and the congre- 
gation. He is the interpreter of the liturgical texts. He must bring out 
the contrasts in mood and meaning between such elements as the Kyrie 
and the Gloria and even between the different sections of the Gloria in 
Ezcelsis, the Sanctus, ete. Similarly in the hymns; by his playing he 
must teach the congregation to sing the words as well as the tunes. 
Nothing is more unintelligent and uninteresting than to have every stanza 
of every hymn sung precisely alike, with monotonous equality of expres- 
sionless tone from beginning to end. This is singing with lungs and throat, 
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but not with head and heart. The organist should study the text before 
playing the hymn over. He should then follow every stanza closely as 
the congregation sings it and by changes in registration, slight modifica- 
tion of tempo, and the building up of climaxes, etc., make the thought clear 
and effective. 

“Considerations such as these place before the conscientious organist 
an opportunity and a privilege demanding study, spiritual insight, and 
real leadership. Frequently it will be found that adequate accompaniment 
and interpretation, the mastery of principles and methods of chanting, 
and similar churchly requirements are more difficult accomplishments than 
brilliant solo-playing. 
“The Special Music of the Choir. 

“The preparation of special choir music is an important feature. This 
calls for scholarship, gifts of administration, technical proficiency in voice 
production, conducting, ete., and the less brilliant, but equally important 
gift of working successfully with others. The effort to unite the powers 
of the many personalities under his direction in the finest possible pro- 
duction of a common work challenges his best talents at many points. 

“First, consideration will be given to the introits and graduals in the 
liturgy. These are specific choir elements, which vary with each service. 
Additional choir numbers of freer character may be chosen from the great 
body of harmonized chorales, motets, anthems, and cantatas. In each of 
these groupings there is so much that is worshipful, noble, and beautiful, 
and in all grades of difficulty, that only ignorance or poor taste can explain 
the use of unworthy material. Composers, editors, and publishers have 
made available with English texts a vast store of choir music from all 
lands and communions. Particular attention should be given to unaccom- 
panied (a-cappella) compositions. These provide a peculiarly churchly 
and beautiful type of music, which represents the Lutheran rather than 
the Anglican tradition. Selection will be influenced largely by the ability 
of local choirs and the preference of local congregations and communities. 
Popular taste and appreciation, however, as well as the ability of choral 
groups, can be greatly developed by a progressive use of different and 
better types of music. Congregational participation and interest will be 
furthered by providing printed texts of the choir numbers in the church 
bulletin or on separate sheets. 

“There is no limit, except that of endowment and training, to the 
qualities which a competent choirmaster may exercise in his work. All his 
powers of insight and imagination, of sensibility to mood and meaning, 
of magnetic leadership, and of mastery of method will be brought into 
play. The finest devotional and artistic effects can be attained only by 
painstaking and intelligent work. This will cover all details of voice 
production, intonation, enunciation, phrasing, rhythm, and ensemble qual- 
ities. A choirmaster who grasps the essential significance of the church’s 
services and the finest values in the church’s music and who has the ability 
to lead others in mastering technical difficulties and expressing musical 
thought, will be able to attract and hold capable singers and maintain 
standards.” P.E.K. 






















































Miscellanea: 


The English of the Pulpit. 


The following paragraphs, taken from Hunt’s interesting book Ethical 
Teachings in Old English Literature, offer valuable food for thought in 
these days of overorganization, with its menace of superficial preaching: — 

“The Protestant pulpit of England and America may justly be ex- 
pected to present an exceptionally high type of English speech and style. 
It is with this ‘big Book’ and with this ‘good Book’ that the clergy have 
specially to do in the secret meditations of the study and in the public 
administration of religion. By daily contact with it as a book they should 
naturally become imbued with its teachings and spirit so as to avoid ‘big, 
swelling words’ in their preference for ‘great plainness of speech.’ In 
a sense applicable to no other class of men their professional and daily 
language should be conspicuously clean and clear, and cogent, because 
steeped in Bible influences. They may thus be presumed to be an accepted 
standard in the use of the vernacular to all other professions and to the 
public to whom they minister. Certainly no body of men are in a more 
favorable and responsible position relative to the use of their native tongue. 
Through the medium of their academic, collegiate, and theological training 
they have learned the distinctively literary use of English. By their 
official and personal relations to the public they must perforce learn the 
language of every-day life, while, in addition to all this, they enjoy the 
peculiar advantages arising from the ministry of that Word, whose sacred 
dialect becomes their common speech. The clerical profession, as any 
other technical profession, legal or medical, has a special vocabulary of 
its own, with this remarkable anomaly, however, that the Bible, as the 
basis of that vocabulary, has a larger element of idiomatic language in it 
and a more pronounced native character than the popular speech itself. 
Such a fact must be telling in its influence. 

“Nor is it aside from the truth to assert that our Protestant English 
pulpit has, in the main, illustrated, and is illustrating, such an order of 
English. The list of English preachers, from old Hugh Latimer on to 
Jeremy Taylor and Smith and Henry, and Robert Hall, and on to such 
American names as Mason, Nott, Summerfield, and Edwards, would sub- 
stantiate such an assertion. It is gratifying, both in a professional and 
philological point of view, to note that no better English is spoken or 
written at the present day than that in use by the educated clergy of 
England and America. In accounting for this result, the English Bible 
may be assigned the first place. So potent indeed is this influence that 
many an illiterate evangelist with whom the only text-book is the Bible 
has, by the sheer education of the Bible itself as a book, developed a plain, 
terse, and copious vocabulary. 

“In every course of theological, literary, and linguistic study, as in 
every discussion of the popular speech, there should be included a thorough 
study of the Christian Scriptures in their manifold influence on the ver- 
nacular. The Bible is the book of all books. 

“The English Bible is the book of all English books. Whatever may 
be true of merely technical terms, the vernacular of the English peoples 
is the language whose best expression is found in the English Bible 
versions. The best elements of our literary and our daily diction are 
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from this sacred source, and here as nowhere else lie the solid basis and 
the best guarantee of the permanence of historical English. 

“From the days of our oldest English to the present it is largely by 
reason of the influence of this English Bible that the language which we 
love has become the accepted Ianguage, the world over, of modern progress, 
of Protestant Christianity, and of the rights of man.” P. E.K. 


The Formula of Infant Baptism Not Tritheistic! 


In answer to several inquiries concerning the formula to be used in 
Holy Baptism it should be said that we ought to use the words accom- 
panying the act of baptism just as they are found in Matt. 28,19: “Bap- 
tizing them in the name of the Father and of the Son and of the Holy 
Ghost.” This is the form given in all Lutheran agendas since the days of 
Luther, and it should be used also to avoid misunderstandings. At several 
points of liturgical history we meet discussions answering the objection 
that the Christian formula of baptism is tritheistic. If a pastor should 
(most likely inadvertently) use the form: “I baptize thee in the name of 
God the Father, God the Son, and God the Holy Ghost,” this would un- 
doubtedly not invalidate the baptism, but it is a matter of wisdom to ad- 
here to the form which eliminates all suspicions. P. E. K. 
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I. Amerika. 


Der Kampf in der U.L.C. gegen die wirtlide Cingebung der Sahrift. Jn 
der Vefprechung de3 Lenskifchen Rommentars gu den beiden Korintherbriefen 
greift Urthur C. ¥. Hays (Lutheran, 20. Februar 1936) den Autor deshalb 
an, tweil er fich einerfeitS in gtveifelhaften Fallen ,auf die Seite der Tra- 
dition geftellt hat“, andererfeit3 aber auch in der Lehre von der Ynfpiration 
verbal literalism, eine twortlicke Buchftabenverehrung, vertritt. Jn der 
Rezenfion lefen wir: “When the obvious sense of a passage contravenes 
tradition, Dr. Lenski chooses to stand by tradition” und: “The verbal 
literalism of the author’s view of inspiration is hardly congenial in the 
atmosphere of most present-day theological schools, even of our con- 
servative Lutheran institutions. The Lutheran Church has never formu- 
lated a theory of inspiration; it has merely stated its fact. Hence 
Dr. Lenski is not bound by any ecclesiastical view. However, the literal- 
isms which suggest themselves at times in his treatment of the text may 
not be received everywhere in the Church with sympathy.” ir haben 
nun Lensfis Kommentar gu den Korintherbriefen giemlich griindlich durch- 
gearbeitet, eben tveil wir un bon Amt wegen fcjon iiber gehn Yabhre mit 
Ddiefen Sendjdreiben befdaftigt haben. Was nun die Anflage gegen Lensti 
twegen Traditionsergebenheit betrifft, fo trifft diejle grammatifd 
nicht gu. Man fann hier allerding3 faum von Tradition reden; aber follte 
eS fo ettva geben twie eregetijcje Tradition, fo fonnen wir nur fonftatieren, 
dap Lensfi die allerneueften grammatifden und pbhilologifd-exegetifden 
Werke benubt hat, die oft mit Recht geradegu verdammen, twas bisher iiber 
Diefe oder jene Stelle bon der ,,Tradition” gefagt worden ift (natiirlicd 
twegen jprachlicj-hijtorifder Unfennini3). Cin3 aber ijt wahr: Lenski bleibt 
der Tradition infofern treu, al3 er die aus dem Tert gefdhopfte Lutherifde 
Lehre gegen den modernen Rationalismus verteidigt. Wber da3 follte 
Dod) den Lutheran mit Freude erfiillen an dem twirflich groken enffifden 
Werk. Oder ijt der Lutheran nicht mehr lutherijd, fondern rationalijtifd 
und moderniftijh? Leider fcheint e3 fo; denn twas nun der Lutheran itber 
Lenskis verbal literalism fdjreibt, ijt gerade der Art, dak man auf den 
Gebdanfen fommen mug, man habe e3 mit Feinden der lutherifden Sehrift- 
wwahrheit gu tun. Dem Lutheran ijt Lensfis Traditionslovalitat nicht con- 
genial, und da gilt bon allen SFeinden der lutherifden Lehre. Dann 
fdreibt der Lutheran, wie man da8 oft im Feindeslager der lutherifden 
Gegner Tieft, die Iutherifche Rirdje habe nie eine theory of inspiration for- 
muliert, fondern nur die Tatfade der Ynfpiration an fich gelehrt, dad 
heigt, fie bat twwohl das Das, aber nicht das Wie betont. Diefe Be- 
merfung ijt aber biftorifd nidjt ahr. Se und je hat namlich die befennt- 
ni8treue Iutherifde Kirdje gelehrt, dak die Bibel Gottes Wort ift und dah 
fie dDeShalb Gottes Wort ijt, teil fie von dem GHeiligen Geift wirtlich ein- 
gegeben tvorden ijt. Da haben wir doch, was der Lutheran mit theory of 
inspiration begeidjnet, namlid) eine Erflarung der Tatfadhe, wie e3 fommt, 
dak fie GotteS Wort ijt. Weiter ijt e3 aud nidt wahr, dak Lensfi an 
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Ddiefem Punkte nidt an any ecclesiastical view gebunden ift. Will Lensti 
wirklich Glied der befenntnistreuen lutherifdjen Rirdhe fein und bleiben, 
fo mug er beides, die Verbal- und die Plenarin{piration der Schrift, lehren. 
Gine falfchlich tolerante Stirdje, die feine Lehrgucht mehr treiben follte, 
fonnte ihn dann allerdings nad Sergensluft wirtfdaften Iaffen, aber 
eigentlich hatte er dann doch feine Gliedfdaft in der befenntnistreuen Kirche 
vertvirit. Cr tare mit feiner Qeugnung der Snfpiration der Sehrift gum 
abgefallenen Lutheraner getvorden. Wir reden hier natiirlid) nur rein 
hypothetifd. Schlieklid) fagt dann der Lutheran nod: “The literalisms 
in his treatment of the text may not be received everywhere in the Church 
with sympathy.” Da ftimumt wohl. Denn e3 gibt leider “in the Church” 
GBefampfer der Verbalinfpiration, und denen find wir AWltlutheraner, die 
wir bet Schrift und Befenntnis bleiben, nicht jympathijch. Diefe RKreife 
und Gegner wollen namlic&h feine Verbalinfpiration mehr. Bum Sdlup 
wollen wir noch die? fagen: Daf Lensfi in feinen Rommentaren und andern 
gelehrt-theologifdjen Werfen den Weg eingefchlagen hat, den der Lutheran 
hier verdammt, macht ihn in der Lutherifdjen Kirche Wmerifas auf Yabhr- 
gehnte gum Gegen. Alle Rationaliften werden ihm widerjprecjen; alle, die 
gu Gottes Wort und dem Lutherifden Befennini3 halten, werden ihm fiir 
feine Darlequng der Wahrheit Dank wiffen und nachfolgen. J. T. Me. 


Conference of Episcopalians and Augustana Synod Lutherans. 
It is quite an amazing report which the Living Church and the Lutheran 
Companion publish on this conference, held December 3 and 4, 1935, at Sea- 
bury-Western Theological Seminary at Evanston, Ill. The Episcopalians 


were represented by Bishop Wilson of Eau Claire, Wis., Bishop Keeler, Co- 
adjutor of Minnesota, Dean Frederick C. Grant of Seabury-Western Semi- 
nary, and Mr. C. P. Morehouse, editor of the Living Church. On the Augus- 
tana Synod side of the table sat Dr.G. A. Brandelle, retired president of 
the Augustana Synod, now deceased, Dr. O.J. Johnson, president of Gus- 
tavus Adolphus College, St. Peter, Minn., Dr. C. Bergendoff, president of 
Augustana College and Seminary, Rock Island, Ill, Dr. C. A. Lund, presi- 
dent of the Superior Conference, Escanaba, Mich., and Dr. E. E. Ryden, 
editor of the Lutheran Companion, Rock Island, Ill. The body of the re- 
port follows: — 

“A preliminary discussion showed an agreement that the final ob- 
jective of organic church unity could be reached only by gradual steps. 
The present conference was not qualified to make commitments from either 
side, but to explore the possibility of finding common ground for future 
progress. 

“To indicate the general Lutheran point of view, a statement was 
read which had been prepared by the House of Bishops of the Church 
of Sweden in 1922 for transmission to the bishops of the Church of En- 
gland. This was followed by the reading of the section on the Church 
of Sweden taken from the Report of the Lambeth Conference held in Lon- 
don in 1930. 

“The ensuing discussion centered around four points — the Holy Scrip- 
tures, the Historic Creeds, the Christian Sacraments, and the Historic 
Episcopate. 
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“The Holy Scriptures. — Both groups were agreed as to the authority 
of the canonical books of the Old and the New Testament. The Episcopal 
Church also makes use of the books of the Apocrypha for purposes of in- 
struction, but not to establish any doctrine. The Lutherans stated that 
this was the position accorded the apocryphal books also in their Church, 
though in practise the Augustana Synod seldom used them. 

“The Episcopalians expressed preference for the statement that the 
Bible ‘contained the Word of God’ in order to avoid the pitfalls of a pos- 
sible theory of literal, verbal inspiration. The Lutherans preferred the 
simple statement that the Bible ‘is the Word of God,’ qualified by the 
understanding that all parts of the Bible might not be of equal signifi- 
cance. Both agreed that the Bible was the basis of all Christian doctrine. 

“The position of the Episcopal Church was that the Church preceded 
the New Testament and that the New Testament was to be interpreted in 
the light of church practise. The Lutherans did not view the Church in 
quite the same terms, but considered the oral tradition to be the substance 
of the Gospel even before it appeared in written form. Both agreed that 
Christ was to be found in the Scriptures and that this was the object of 
all Christian search. 

“Both agreed that the Holy Spirit guided the writers of the canonical 
books, but that there was no need for any theory of verbal dictation. 

“In the end there was virtual unanimity regarding the Holy Scriptures. 

“The Sacraments. — Both groups were at one on the sacramental prin- 
ciple, which finds its supreme expression in the incarnation of our Lord. 

“Both recognized the binding importance for Christian people of the 
two great Sacraments, Baptism and the Lord’s Supper. 

“It was further agreed that the significance of Baptism as the instru- 
ment of spiritual regeneration was deserving of greater emphasis than is 
commonly accorded to it. 

“Though different phraseology was used, there was substantial agree- 
ment on the real presence of our Lord in the Holy Communion. The Epis- 
copalians explained that reservation of the Sacrament was practised in 
the Episcopal Church, but not enjoined and that it carried with it no pos- 
sible suggestion of any doctrine of transubstantiation. The Lutherans ex- 
plained that they were opposed to the practise of reservation, but stood 
firmly for the divine presence in the Sacrament, laying greater stress on 
the actual reception on the part of the communicant. 

“Allowing for some difference of emphasis, there was found to be sub- 
stantial accord on the whole subject of the Sacraments. 

“The Creeds.— The Augustana Synod accepts and uses all three of 
the ancient Creeds — the Apostles’, the Nicene, and the Athanasian. The 
Episcopal Church makes no use of the Athanasian Creed (accepting it only 
in support of the other two), but makes greater use of the Nicene Creed. 

“The authority of the historic creeds as an authentic summary of Chris- 
tian doctrine was recognized by all, allowing for a distinction between the 
creeds themselves and theological elaborations of them. 

“In the Apostles’ Creed the Augustana Synod has substituted the 
phrase ‘the holy Christian Church’ for ‘the holy Catholic Church.’ It was 
explained that this had been done in order to avoid any suggestion of Ro- 
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manism, but that the change had no further significance. The Episcopal 
Church considered the word ‘Catholic’ too valuable to be: surrendered and 
found no undesirable suggestions to be involved. 

“Agreement on the creeds offered no difficulty. 

“The Historic Episcopate. — The formularies of the Episcopal Church 
cling to the apostolic ministry in three orders of bishops, priests, and 
deacons. The Episcopal Church finds this to be the rule of the primitive 
Church (with certain temporary irregularities in the subapostolic age) 
and the undisputed practise of Christendom for fifteen centuries. With- 
out questioning the spiritual reality of non-episcopal ministries, the Epis- 
copal Church cannot envisage a reunited Christendom without the inclu- 
sion of the historic episcopate. It was explained that this was not to be 
considered the sole criterion for church unity, but that over and above 
a subjective unity of faith there must be an objective center of unity in 
any visible society known as the Church. No unity could be satisfactory 
without a universally recognized ministry, and the historic episcopate with 
its long record and its present acceptance in 90 per cent. of modern Christen- 
dom was the logical means for achieving such a ministry. 

“The Lutherans laid greater stress on the ‘unifying power of the Gospel.’ 
They did not consider any church order to be an essential, but an open 
question of organization. The Augustana Synod has no bishops and no 
order of deacons. They ordain their candidates simply to the ministry of 
preaching. They would not accept the historic episcopate as an essential 
for a reunited Church or as a necessary basis for reunion. However, it 
might be acceptable as an element in reunion so long as it did not seem 
to imply any repudiation of their present ministry. 

“Both groups agreed that a reunited Church of the future could not 
be one of minimums, but of maximums. Reunion is not a question of sub- 
traction, but of contribution; not an effort to discover the least common 
denominator which would be harmless, but a willingness to incorporate 
and harmonize the fruits of Christian experience from all sides. It was 
suggested that the question of the ministry might find a possible solution 
in a mutual commissioning which could provide a common ministry recog- 
nized as such throughout the entire body. It was further agreed that 
a truly reunited Church would be neither Lutheran nor Episcopalian, but 
something greater than either and inclusive of both. 

“A second conference was projected for next year, to which represen- 
tatives of all the Lutheran synods could be invited.” 

We shall not repeat the remarks of Dr. Engelder on the above report. 
We merely wish to say that the conservative Lutheran is filled with amaze- 
ment. Knowing that the Episcopal Church permits Modernism to lodge 
within its walls, that the Reformed leaven has vitiated its Thirty-nine 
Articles, that, for instance, the Scriptural doctrine of the real presence 
in the Lord’s Supper is there rejected, he cannot but marvel at the ap- 
pearance of unity which the above document reflects. 

In the Lutheran Companion of February 22 Prof. Conrad Bergendoff, 
president of Augustana College and Theological Seminary, submits a de- 
fense of this meeting with the Episcopalians which we must not withhold 
from our réaders. He says in part: — 

“In this spirit, too [that of willingness to meet with Christians of 
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other denominations. — A.], there is justification for the conversations held 
recently by the Augustana Commission on Comity with a similar commis- 
sion from the Episcopalian Church. No thought of organic unity is im- 
plied. Neither body intends to give up anything of its faith. A friendly 
interchange of explanations as to the stand of each Church is all that 
was contemplated and all that was achieved. It ought hardly be a novel 
conclusion to any one acquainted with Reformation history that a good 
deal of agreement would be found in this interchange. For did not much 
of the English Reformation in doctrine derive from the Lutherans? A com- 
parison of the Thirty-nine Articles and the Augsburg Confession ought to 
prepare any one for agreement as well as disagreement between two bodies. 
And if the report points out agreements, ought not Lutherans rejoice 
that the Episcopalian commission agreed to Lutheran statements as well 
as vice versa? That not all the members of any Church live up to the 
doctrines of the Church does not vitiate the importance of the doctrines. 
Any part of the Church ought be ready to give not only a reason for the 
faith that it possesses, but a statement as well. That, and only that, was 
involved in these conversations. And if, in addition to a strengthening of 
the faith of each, the conference also led to an extension of sympathy and 
interest, would the Lord of Christian love be disappointed? 

“Organic union with any body of Christians with which we are not 
in full harmony as to both faith and order would be a violation of the 
Lutheran Confessions. But we need not be in organic union with every 
one in Christendom whom we acknowledge as Christians. There is a place 
where Christians of deepest convictions can meet together occasionally 
and pray together and be edified together, a place even where the Holy 
Spirit continues ‘the distribution of forgiveness.’ There may be a place 
where occasionally Christians of varying confessions can work together. 
I believe that such a place is not outside the ‘Church.’ I am not con- 
vinced that ‘unionism’ should be chalked up on the walls of such a place 
nor that it involves any compromising ‘platforms.’ I am opposed to union 
worship and services and know quite well the history of Lutheranism in 
this country. But I long for a day when Christians of different denomina- 
tions will respect each other, will know a language wherein they can speak 
to and of each other in Christian charity, a day where the different fami- 
lies in the community of faith will seek to bring each other to a fuller 
comprehension of the immeasurable truth of God, but each acknowledging 
its shortcomings as well as remaining faithful to its trust.” 

This again is strange language and reasoning. Pray, where are we 
told that “organic union with any body of Christians with which we are 
not in full harmony as to both faith and order would be a violation of 
the Lutheran Confessions,” while some other kind of union, presumably 
one that manifests itself in sporadic, unofficial, occasional acts, would not 
be such a violation? One is unable to see why, if, as a consistent Lutheran, 
one may not become a member, let us say, of a Methodist church, it would 
be permissible to join in the services and the work of this church. Is not 
one a denial of the truth as well as the other? Professor Bergendoff is 
“opposed to union worship and services.” If that is his heart’s position, 
he cannot be satisfied with opposing merely an organic union with hetero- 
dox churches. A. 
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Unions without Unity (Foreninger uden Enighed).— The fol- 
lowing very timely and enlightening article was written by the Rev. J. 
Reini, pastor of the United Norwegian Lutheran Church (Merger), for 
his church-paper, Lutheraneren. When it was refused by Lutheraneren, 
Evangelisk Luthersk Tidende gave it space in its columns. Rev. Thoen 
remarks in connection with the article: “When one stands at the twilight 
of life and reflects that his activity in the Church is soon to end, he will 
gladly sound a warning to’ his church-body concerning the dangers that 
beset it and thereby awaken it to a greater zeal for the truth of God’s 
Word.” Pastor Reini writes: — 


“In speaking of union of many or fewer churches, it is often empha- 
sized that unity of doctrine must be a self-understood premise. When 
we think thus of the Norwegian Church or of the American Lutheran 
Conference, some would definitely assure us that these unions rest on 
such a basis. As concerning the Norwegian Church, most of us certainly 
believed that with the adopted Opgjoer a unity was really reached in the 
controverted doctrinal question discussed at the formation of the Amer- 
ican Lutheran Conference. Rev. Dolven says in his treatise The American 
Lutheran Conference that its constitution declares that this organization 
is founded with the object of giving testimony to the unity of faith among 
the participating church-bodies. The president of the Norwegian Church, 
in his reports to the annual conventions both before and after its forma- 
tion (i.e., the American Lutheran Conference), has also named as its goal 
‘to testify before each other and before the world its common faith and 
confession.’ The presidents of the Conference, both past and present, find 
the most desirable unity of faith and harmony within the union. (Dolven, 
A. L. Conference, pp. 5. 6.) 


“For those who do not intimately know the conditions within the 
Conference it will seem seli-evident that, when one and all. of the repre- 
sentatives of church-bodies accept the Scriptures and the Lutheran Sym- 
bols, there must be unity. Still the formal approval of the Confessions 
does not always prove that they are followed. The United Lutheran 
Church, for example, acknowledges the Symbols of the Lutheran Church, 
and yet, according to its own explanation, the acceptance of the Lutheran 
Confession means only that it is recognized as a correct historical docu- 
ment of the Reformation. (Cf. Lutheran World, Nov. 13, 1934, p. 1006, 
and Jan. 8, 1935, p. 31.) 


“Now, it is very certain that it is not in this way that any of the 
churches within the Conference have acknowledged the Lutheran Symbols. 
But a sound knowledge of the position will show us that it is certainly 
not a recognized fact that there is unity of faith within the American 
Lutheran Conference. Dr. L. Boe, president of St. Olaf College, discloses 
an entirely different view of the circumstances than do the above-men- 
tioned leaders: ‘Any one who has any knowledge of the membership in 
the American Lutheran Conference knows that in each case, of its synods 
and members, some lean to the one and some to the other side.’ (Skan- 
dinaven, Jan. 3, 1935.) ‘Some are inclined (naermer sig) to the Synodical 
Conference, others to the U. L. Church, the two extremes of the Lutheran 
Church in America.’ And with regard to the Norwegian Church Dr. Boe 

30 
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dinforms us that he still finds the same parties represented as there were 
‘before the union. In every case it is now clear to us that many, perhaps 
the majority, of our churches still hold fast to the synergistic error in 
the doctrine of conversion and election. The Synod’s representatives 
together with its president had the wool pulled over their eyes (blev foert 
bag lyset) by the ambiguous Opgjoer of the synergistic leaders. (Cf. Report 
of Synod, 1912.) 

“Tt is well known to most of our members that chiliasm is expressly 
rejected in the Augsburg Confession, and yet it has many adherents in the 
American Lutheran Conference. All the churches in the American Con- 
ference have accepted the Bible as the only certain and complete norm of 
doctrine and life, and still, when the discussion is about woman’s position 
in the congregation, many congregations and pastors treat it as if they 
were not at all acquainted with the apostle’s clear instruction in that 
matter. As children we learned that the entire Scripture is inspired by 
God; in the American Lutheran Conference are found not a few who deny 
this truth. Insistence upon the old doctrine of verbal inspiration is termed 
‘Bibliolatry (a sort of idolatry or worship of the letter). To believe that 
‘holy men spake as they were moved by the Holy Ghost’ does not register 
with our advanced, enlightened age. In Folkebladet, the organ of the 
Free Church (1926, No. 17), is found the following expression of the doc- 
trine of inspiration, or, more correctly stated, of its rejection: “There 
are changed views concerning the question of inspiration. There was a 
time when that view of the inspiration now held by a majority of the 
orthodox theologians in Norway would have been regarded as a digression 
from the doctrine of the Church and, in a sense, been considered Liberalism. 
Now, however, there are very few theologians, and, assuredly, no eminently 
learned ones, even of the conservative school, who hold the old doctrine 
of verbal inspiration.’ (Graebner, The Problem, etc., p.92.) Is not this 
a daylight apostasy from the childhood instruction? 

“In this familiar book by Dr. Graebner, The Problem, etc., it is ob- 
served also that in the Augustana Synod there are divided opinions con- 
cerning the inspiration of the Bible. Augustana has undoubtedly acknowl- 
edged the Holy Scriptures, as have the other churches of the Conference; 
nevertheless we find prominent men who ridicule the discussion of verbal 
inspiration; but we do not hear its officials and conferences reprimand 
them. (The Problem, p.54.) With that kind of confession before our 
eyes, it seems that it is undeniably daring to declare that there is the 
most desirable unity in the American Lutheran Conference. 

“Many will perhaps ask: Is it, then, of such importance that there 
be unity within the Church? Did not the church controversy in the old 
days turn entirely upon unessential questions? When you hear such dis- 
‘cussions, you had better find out who it is that leads it, whether they 
who are accustomed to follow Scripture or they who depart from it. In 
each case it will be understood that they who find this or that ‘unessential,’ 
e.g., the doctrine of the certainty of faith, conversion, election, Christ’s 
second coming, woman’s position in the congregation, Scripture’s testimony 
of God’s works, of the creation of the world in six days (many would 
rather believe that each of these days signifies a longer period of time, 
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perhaps a million years. How strange it seems that there was only one 
morning and one evening in a million years! ),—- when we remember Scrip- 
ture’s testimony of itself, it will in all cases be confirmed that they who 
find some of these questions ‘unessential’ forget that it is the Lord who 
has spoken. 

“Now, in the American Lutheran Conference there are doubtless many 
that would gladly follow the old paths and who consider it of highest 
importance to be in the truth; but there are notoriously not a few who 
in many respects depart from it and approve doctrines which are in conflict 
with Scripture and the Confessions; yes, there are still those who venture 
to touch Scripture itself and thus undermine the Church’s foundation. 
What testimony, then, can the Conference give of unity and common faith? 
The fact that it is declared time and again that all is well does not alter 
the circumstances. The Church cannot be built on untenable assertions. 
It seems clear also that a true understanding of its position and difficulties 
cannot be detrimental. It must be better to know its dangers and to be 
on guard against them than to be blind to them. 


“We ought to be grateful to Dr. Graebner for his book The Problem. 
It gives us a clear perspective and insight into the conditions in the 
American Lutheran Conference and shows what it really is that hinders 
the gathering of the American Lutheran churches into one body. Friendly 
relations with the Missouri Synod ought to bring great results. That this 
synod does not recognize them as true brethren whose doctrine and prac- 
tise do not agree with the accepted Confessions ought not to be made 
a ground for refusal. By a free and kindly comparison of the controverted 
questions unity could perhaps be reached not only within the American 
Lutheran Conference, but even among all the Lutheran churches in 
America. Their mouths should be stopped who mumble about Missouri’s 
lack of love and accuse it of pharisaism. There are also those who recog- 
nize the Missourians as true heirs of the Reformation and with praise 
and thanks greet their fearless and undiminished testimony of sin and 
grace. May it be permitted to name several of the most trusted and 
respected leaders in the American Lutheran Conference who have publicly 
expressed their admiration and thanks to the Missouri Synod for its 
work: Dr. R. C. H. Lenski, Dean Emeritus of the Ev. Luth. Seminary, Co- 
lumbus, O., and Dr. Adolf Hult, Professor at Augustana Seminary, Rock 
Island, Ill. They cannot fully express the happiness and animation over 
the noble radio services of the Missourians: ‘God bless all your work!’ 
(Lenski). ‘God bless the Missouri Synod and its important center in 
St.Louis and the excellent work of the Lutheran Laymen’s League in 
carrying on the Lutheran Hour. This is a time when America needs 
strong witnesship and consecration’ (Hult) .” J.T. M. 


The Minister’s Education. — In an exceedingly timely and readable 
article in the Sunday-schoul Times (March 7) President Lewis Sperry 
Chafer, D. D., founder and president of the Evangelical Theological College 
in Dallas, Tex., makes an earnest plea for better seminary training of the 
future ministers of the American Christian Church. In particular, his 
plea is for more thorough work in systematic theology, in the original 
languages of the Bible, and in the English Bible, the latter a course, 
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weak and often neglected now, but one that should be so strong that the 
candidate of theology will know his English Bible in and out and be able 
to interpret it not only upon the whole, but also in its various parts. 
Among other things Dr. Chafer writes: “Obviously the time-honored, 
standard three-year seminary course with its ever-diminishing emphasis 
upon vital subjects is as inadequate for a minister’s training as the same 
restricted time would be for the training of a medical doctor or engineer. 
In view of these facts and upon my recommendation, the seminary in 
which I am now serving has adopted a minimum four-year course leading 
to the Master of Theology degree. Every pastor should be training his 
flock in the knowledge of God’s Word to the end that they may be 
proficient in their life and service. Because of failure at this point on 
the part of many pastors, Bible institutes have been located in various 
centers with a view to supplying this very need; but Bible-institute 
training should not be confused with standard ministerial education. It is 
the work of the pastor in his church and of the Bible institute to teach 
people the Bible; but it is the work of the seminary, when true to her 
trust, to produce Bible-teachers that speak with authority because of their 
own exegetical study of the Scriptures, who are accurate in doctrine, 
because of their knowledge of Unabridged Systematic Theology, and who 
are able, because of their right relation to the Spirit of God, to exercise 
a true and worthy spiritual leadership. Inferior or short-cut courses 
of preparation in any field of education are perhaps better than nothing, 
but should never be adopted by those who have time and strength for 
a fuller undertaking. An indefensible fallacy is that because of the soon 
coming of Christ there is no time for adequate preparation. As though 
He would not be pleased with the man who is undertaking great things 
for Him even though that man is taken to be with Christ before the 
educational courses are completed. A similar fallacy is that missionaries 
do not need extended training. Missionaries are required to run on a 
storage-battery so far as educational surroundings are concerned, and it 
is serious indeed if the battery is not charged. In reply to the student 
who was seeking a short-cut course of study the aged professor said: 
‘When the Lord makes an oak-tree, He takes a hundred years, but He 
can grow a squash in three months.” At no time in the history of the 
Church has there been so great a call for devoted men who because of 
their true scholarship are authoritative teachers of the Scriptures and 
have nothing to fear from the modernistic controversy.” J.T.M. 


Dispensationalism and Higher Criticism Strikingly Similar. — 
That dispensationalism, rankest outgrowth of millenarianism, despite all 
the differences of the two, is, in one respect at least, strikingly similar to 
it is the contention of Dr. Oswald T. Allis in an article entitled “Modern 
Dispensationalism and the Doctrine of the Unity of Scripture,” published 
in the Evangelical Quarterly (Edinburgh, Scotland). In quoting the con- 
tribution, Christianity To-day (March, 1936) describes it as one “fitted 
to provoke wide-spread discussion.” Two groups to-day, Dr. Allis: affirms, 
deny the unity and harmony of Scripture, viz., the higher critics and the 
dispensationalists. True, higher criticism is-the error of the Bible-disbe- 
liever, while dispensationalism is that of the Bible-believer. Higher crit- 
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icism is naturalistic and largely dominated by the theory of evolution, 
whereas dispensationalism is intensely supernaturalistic and even catas- 
trophic in its view of human history and destiny. Higher criticism reduces 
Scripture to a merely human book, while dispensationalism assigns to it 
a unique inspiration and authority as the very Word of God. Never- 
theless the two radically different groups agree strikingly in this one 
respect, that both divide the Bible up into documents which differ from, 
or even contradict, one another. And so radical is this difference as 
viewed by the extremists that the Christian of to-day who accepts the 
dispensational view finds his Bible (the part directly intended for him) 
shrunk to the compass of the Imprisonment Epistles. In conclusion 
Dr. Allis writes: “The writer has been speaking of consistent dispensa- 
tionalism and its implications and has appealed especially to the express 
statements of the Scofield Bible. Doubtless many of the dispensationalists 
will say that they do not draw these conclusions. But if we are to have 
a distinct dispensation of Law, grace, and the Kingdom, and if the dis- 
pensation of grace, or the Church age, is to be regarded as merely an 
interlude in God’s dealings with Israel, a parenthesis in the history of 
redemption, the inferences and conclusions which have been stated are 
logical and inevitable. The slogan of dispensationalism, ‘rightly dividing 
the Word of Truth,’ is itself a misinterpretation. This exhortation does 
not mean to divide up Scripture into dispensations and set each one at 
variance with the others, but so to interpret it that by a study of each 
and every part the glorious unity and harmony of the whole shall be 
exhibited and the correctness of the exposition of the one part be estab- 
lished by its perfect agreement with every other part of Scripture as 
the God-inspired Word.” To this Christianity adds that recently Prof. 
John Murray of Westminster Seminary spoke of “modern dispensationalism 
as ‘heretodox from the standpoint of the Reformed faith’ and said in 
effect that those who hold it are precluded from giving an affirmative 
answer to the second question in the formula of subscription of the 
Presbyterian Church in the U.S. A.” J.T. M. 


II. Ausland. 


A Page of the Gospels from the Days of Hadrian. — This is the 
translation of the title of an article which Dr. A. Deissmann of the Uni- 
versity of Berlin wrote for the Deutsche Allg. Ztg. and which was reprinted 
in the A. #. L. K. and the contents of which we briefly summarize here. To 
the remarkable Bible finds procured in Egypt the last years, e. g., the 
Chester-Beatty Papyri, which belong to the third and in part even to the 
second century, and the Egerton Fragments of an unknown gospel from the 
middle of the second century, there must be added a small, but still older 
document, a sheet from the Gospel according to St. John from the days of 
Emperor Hadrian (117—138). Thuis precious witness is kept in the John 
Ryland’s Library in Manchester, England. In 1920 B. P. Grenfell, well 
known as the partner of A. S. Hunt in epoch-making excavations in Egypt, 
acquired in Egypt a number of papyri for this library, and examining them, 
Mr. C. H. Roberts of Oxford found this sheet, which once upon a time be- 
longed to a codex containing John’s gospel. The fragment is much injured, 
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but still sufficiently intact to permit its being identified and dated. It is 
now given the number 457 among the Greek Ryland’s Papyri. The docu- 
ment of course does not bear any date. Dating was not customary at 
that time. But an investigation of the character of the writing used settles 
the question pertaining to the date. Owing to the large number of papyri 
that have been found during the last decades, our methods for dating 
manuscripts coming from Egypt have been much improved and enable us 
to arrive at fairly accurate conclusions. Mr. Roberts consulted with Sir 
Frederick Kenyon and Dr. H. Idris Bell of the British Museum and Dr. W. 
Schubarth of Berlin, director of the papyrus collection of the Staatliche 
Museen. All three experts are agreed that the fragment must be placed 
in the first half of the second century. It is possible that it was written, 
not in the days of Hadrian, but even earlier, during the reign of Trajan, 
who died 117. 

When we ask about the significance of this interesting find, much can 
be said. It proves that the theories assuming a late origin of John’s 
gospel (some Tuebingen-school representatives dated it 170 A.D.) were as 
wrong as believers in the Scriptures always said they were. From this 
document we see that John’s gospel not only existed in the first half of 
the second century, but that copies of it had already come to Egypt. The 
origin of the gospel hence must be placed quite a number of years before 
this time. Furthermore, we here have the oldest proof for the existence of 
Christian congregations in Egypt. How Christianity came to that country 
has till now not been explained. Paul did not come there on his extensive 
journeys, probably because Claudius had forbidden immigration from 
Palestine. Now we see that Christian congregations had arisen in Egypt 
by the first half of the second century. Dr. Deissmann finally mentions that 
the itacisms occurring in the document show that it was written at a time 
when the Atticistic suppression of itacisms had not yet become very pro- 
nounced and scribes still wrote as the people spoke, in which feature he 
sees another proof for the early origin of the fragment. A. 
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Lifting the Latch to God’s Bookhouse. By C.D. Wendel. Wu. B. Eerd- 
mans Publishing Co., Grand Rapids, Mich. 122 pages, 734,514. 
Price, $1.00. 

This book offers a popular introduction to the books of the Bible, the 
author keeping in mind the parts of a house, as indicated in his title. The 
arrangement is as follows: The Portal: The Pentateuch; The Historical 
Rooms: Joshua to Esther; A Five-room Apartment: Job to Song of Solo- 
mon; In Major Suite: The Major Prophets; In Minor Suite: The Minor 
Prophets; The New Wing: The Four Gospels; The Correspondence De- 
partment: The Epistles. The author is a Fundamentalist and traces 
throughout the scarlet thread of redemption. W. G. PoLack. 


The Unified Gospels. The Complete Life of Christ in the Words of the 
Evangelists. Arranged by John W. Lea. National Publishing Com- 
pany, Philadelphia. 239 pages, 5X8. Price, $1.00. Order from 
Concordia Publishing House, St. Louis, Mo. 


Among books that are intended to assist the reader in the under- 
standing of the gospels this beautifully bound volume is a decidedly use- 
ful one. It endeavors to tell the story of Jesus in the words of the evan- 
gelists (King James Version). Wherever there are parallel accounts, the 
one which is most complete is chosen as the text, and the others are printed 
in footnotes. Details that are not contained in the passage chosen for the: 
narrative are inserted in brackets with a notation indicating from which 
evangelist they are taken. The whole work is carefully divided into chap- 
ters, with headings giving the contents. While at one or two places I should! 
prefer to see a different sequence of events adopted, the arrangement on the 
whole agrees with what I personally consider the correct grouping. The 
book can be recommended to all students of the Scriptures. W. Arnprt. 


Luke the Evangelist. A Study of His Purpose. By Wilfrid L. Hannam. 
The Abingdon Press, New York, Cincinnati, Chicago. 238 pages,. 
5X8. Price, $1.50. 

A note on an opening page informs us that this book was published! 
in Great Britain under the title In the Things of My Father. The Rev. 
W. L. Hannam is an English Methodist, who is in charge of a large church: 
in London and this year serves as the president of the London Methodist 
Council and of the London Federation of Free Churches. We may be a little: 
impatient when we see the announcement of another book on St. Luke, since: 
its predecessors are legion and we have read only a comparatively small’ 
number of them. But let us gratefully recognize that there would not be 
such a flood of books and pamphlets on this book if its importance were 
not universally acknowledged. What Mr. Hannam has endeavored to do is: 
not to write a commentary on Luke’s gospel, but merely to furnish intimate 
penetrating glimpses into the meaning of certain sections or sayings. A few 
chapter headings will best explain his purpose: Chap. V: “And the Devil 
Said unto Him: ‘If.’” Chap. VI: “Discipleship: the First Phase.” Chap. 
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VII: “Digging and Going Deep.” Chap. VIII: “What Is Faith?” Chap. XX: 
“And They Blindfolded Him.” Chap. XXI (the last chapter) : “As Though 
He Would Go Further.” We have here a man of learning, of artistic tem- 
perament and considerable literary skill, writing about what has been 
called “the most beautiful Book ever written.” The result is an exquisite 
production. There is hardly a page but has fascinating statements. Here 
and there new vistas are unexpectedly opened to us, and the reader marvels 
at the insight and acute observation of the author. There is one stricture 
which we have to register. Mr. Hannam’s attitude toward the Scripture is 
that of modernistic theology, which refuses to look upon our divine records 
as infallible. Thus on page 221 we are told that Luke, giving an account 
of our Lord’s Passion, at a certain point discards Mark’s version and fol- 
lows other information, which “séems to him intrinsically more credible.” 
Besides, the deity of Christ and the redemption which He accomplished 
are not so prominent in this book as in Luke’s gospel. But the discerning 
pastor will find here much to stimulate thought and to illustrate what in- 
exhaustible treasures the Holy Scriptures contain. W. ARNDT. 


Das Formular der paulinifden Briefe. Cin Beitrag gur Lehre vom antifen 
Briefe. Von Otto Roller. W. Kohlhammer-Verlag, Stuttgart. 1933. 
XXXI und 657 Seiten 6X9 und 7 Tabellen. Preis: RM. 36. 


Dies ift ein eigenartiges, grofeS Werk, und ich bezweifle, ob e8 irgendiwo 
ander bitte entftehen und in diefem Umfang ausgefithrt werden finnen auger 
in Europa von einem deutfdhlandifdhen Gelehrten. Der Verfafjer ift nicht Theo- 
log, auch nicht Elaffifder Philolog oder WltertumS8wiffenfdaftler oder Papyrolog; 
aber er ift bon Beruf Diplomatifer, der die Lehre von den Diplomen oder Ur- 


funden namentlich deS Mittelalters wiffenfdhaftlic) betreibt und durch eine viel- 
jahrige eingehende Befchaftigung mit Urfunden und der Urfundenlehre befondere 
PVefahigungen hat, iiber die fonft nur wenige verfitgen. Er ift durd eine Dis- 
fuffion, die vor etiwa fiinfund;wanjzig Jahren aufgefommen ift und fic) bis in die 
Gegenwart fortgefekt hat, namic) durch die Erirterung der Frage ,War Paulus 
Epileptifer?” 3u feiner Unterfuchung veranlakt worden, weil die Werke, die iiber 
Diefe mediginifde Frage erfdienen, ihn nit befriedigten. Dies bracdhte ihn ju 
den Studien, die hier in einer umfaffenden Monographie vorliegen, und er hat 
diefe Unterfucung angeftellt immer auch mit gu dem Brwede, Klarheit iiber den 
Ouellenwert der Briefe Pauli in begug auf die Krantheit deS Apoftels gu ge- 
twinnen. €r hat diefe Unterfuchung fortgefiihrt, obwobhl er jahrelang am Welttrieg 
teifnahm, und e3 wird nur wenig Perfonen geben, die mit einer foldhen Babigteit 
aud im Kriegsdienft wiffenfchaftlic arbeiten werden. Cr hat da die Worte und 
Buchftaben der paulinifden Briefe gegahlt, indem er drei fleine, diinne, bequem 
im Tornifter gu bergende Hefte deS Neftlefdhen Xertes gum griechifden Neuen 
Teftamente mit fich fiihrte und benugte. WlS er dann jgur Grenzfontrolle und 
Spionageabwebhr in einem gaftlicen Pfarrhauje Quartier fand, tourden ihm viele 
fdhwere Foliobinde von Papyrusfammlungen und Urfunden aus einer Univerfi- 
tatSbibliotheE iiber die Grengze gebracht und wieder bei ihm abgeholt. Was der 
Verfaffer alles gelefen und unterfucht hat, geht fdon daraus hervor, dak in feinem 
Werke fich faft adttaufend Zitate und Veriveifungen allein in den Anmerfungen 
finden. Und die Drucdlegung deS WerkeS in der gegenwartigen fdweren Beit 
war nur miglid) dadurd, dak die ,Notgemeinfchaft der deutfchen Wiffenfdhaft” 
Mittel dafiir gur Verfiigung ftellte und Prof. D. Gerhard Kittel in Titbingen, der 
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Herausgeber de3 befannten grofen ,Theologifden Worterbudhs gum Neuen Tefta- 
ment”, die Urbeit in die von feinem Vater, D. Rudolf Kittel, begriindete und von 
ihm und Prof. D. Wlbredht Wlt fortgefithrte Serie von ,Beitragen yur Wiffenfdaft 
pom Alten und Neuen Teftament” aufnahbm. Und was enthilt nun das Werk? 
G§ find lauter duferlice, aber ganz griindliche Unterfuchungen iiber die Wusftat- 
tung und da8 Formular der antifen Briefe, die nun hier auf die paulinifcden 
Briefe angewandt werden. Das Refultat diefer eingehenden Unterjuchungen ift, 
dag der Verfaffer auf Grund folder diplomatifcden Feftftellungen von dev Cchtheit 
der Briefe Pauli iiberzeugt ift. Cine faft uniiberfehbare Fiille Eleiner und griperer 
Ergebniffe iiber Schreibwefen, Briefwejen und briefmagige Schriften deS WAlter- 
tum8 in ihrer Unwendung auf Beitfolge, Wufbau und Cehtheit der paulinijden 
Lriefe wird hier dargeboten. C8 ift eine gang gewaltige UrbeitSleiftung, die aud 
pon denen anerfannt und danfbar benubt werden wird, die, twie Der Regzenfent, 
purdaus nicht bereit find, die Eehtheit der paulinifdhen Briefe blof von duferen 
Jndizien aus ent{dheiden ju laffen. Wir nennen aus der Menge deffen, twas wir 
mitteilen michten, nur gwei Punfte. Der Verfaffer unterfucdt auch die Echtheits- 
frage bon Rim. 16 und die Wdreffenfrage deS Epheferbriefs. Cs ijt ja befannt, 
dah da8 lekte Kapitel de Mimerbrief$ von vielen neueren Kritifern entweder als 
gang unecht oder al8 cin Teil eines andern Briefes angefehen wird. Paulus habe 
den Brief jedenfalls mit Kap. 15, 33 abgefechloffen, wenn iiberhaupt auch Ddiefes 
RKapitel bon ihm herriihre. Man wendet gegen die Edtheit von Rim. 16 ein die 
gehiuften Schlupformeln, B. 20. 24. 25—27, die vielen Griife an Chriften in einer 
Stadt, die Paulus nocd nicht befucht hatte, V.3—16, und anderes mehr. Aber 
Roller fagt nun auf Grund lediglich duperlidher Judizien: , Rom. 16, 1—20 fann 
nicht al8 ein ehemal8 gefonderter Brief oder Briefteil angefehen werden, weil das 
rein Formale fcharf diefer Hypothefe wider[pridt. Diefe Verfe find ein urfpriing- 
lier und an det ihnen j3ufommenden Stelle ftehender Teil deS Rimerbricfes. 
Die aus dem Snbhalte diefer Verfe abgeleiteten Bweifel, denen iibrigenS nambafte 
Forfcher beider Richtungen, der fritifden wie der pofitiven, energifch widerfproden 
haben, finnen diefem Ergebniffe gegenitber nicht mehr beftehen.” (©.199.) Bn 
bezug auf die Woreffe de$ Epheferbriefs ift allen, die mit den ifagogifden Fragen 
jum Neuen Teftamente etwas vertraut find, befannt, dak, weil die Worte 
év ’Eqéow, Rap. i, 1, in alten Tertzeugen fehlen, von vielen neueren Exregeten 
und Kritifern angenommen wird, der Brief fet ein Zirfularbrief, an eine Reihe 
pon Gemeinden KleinafienS geridtet; Paulus habe die Ortsbeftimmung frei- 
gelaffen, Damit fie dann, je nach Bedarf, eingefiigt werden finnte. Wher Roller 
unterfucht auch diefe Sache gang eingehend und fcblieBt feine Unterfuchung, wie- 
derum lediglid) auf Grund duberer Jndizien, mit den Worten: ,So wird man 
die Meinung, dak diefe Briefe Zirfularfdreiben fein finnten, aufgeben miiffen. 
Sift aber der Epheferbrief — fiir den Hebraer= und 1. Johannisbrief fiehe den 
nachften Exfurs — fein Sirfularfchreiben, fo muf er an eine ecinzelne Gemeinde 
gerichtet fein, und in 1,1 muf binter oder vor ovow ein Ort8name mit év ge- 
ftanden haben, nur nicht der bon Ephefus, fondern gewik der bon Laodicea, wie 
ihn Marcion und Harnad fegen, und e8 ift wohl fein Bweifel, dak hier die Chri= 
ftendeit de auSgehenden erften oder beginnenden sweiten Jahrhunderts die 
Drohung in Apok. 3, 16 wahr gemadt hat: pwérArAw oe guéoo éx tod otduatds 
pov", nit) werde dich [Laodicea] auSfpeien aus meinem Munde”. (©. 212.) Die- 
fer legteren Unnahme freilidh, dah der Brief an die Gemeinde in Laodicea gerichtet 
Getvefen fei, finnen wir nicht beipflicten, fondern find aus guten Griinden iiber- 
geugt, dak der Epheferbrief wirklid) an die Gemeinde gu Ephefus gerichtet wor- 
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den ift. — Die dupere Wnlage diefeS grofen, aus faft fiinfundzwanjzig WUrbeits- 
jahren hervorgegangenen WerkeS ift diefe. Buerft fteht ein intereffantes Vorwort 
auf elf Seiten, dann folgt eine 3nbhaltSiiberfidt, die gehn Seiten umfakt und bei 
einem folden Werke mit den minujidjeften Cingelheiten durchaus ndtig ift, hierauf 
fommt der eigentlice Text deS Buches auf 238 Seiten und endlich) 584 Wnmer- 
fungen auf 386 Seiten, von denen mance fic) gu wirflicen Erfurjen ausgewadjen 
haben. Cin Regifter von 31 Seiten, das bei einem folden Werke unenthehrlic ift, 
madt den Schlug. Das grofe Werk ift uns durch die befondere Freundlicdfeit der 
VerlagsShandlung zugegangen. 2. Firbringer. 


Lebendige Bibelerfaffung. Cine erfte Cinfiihrung in den Zufammenhang der 
Schrift. Von Gerhard Sdhade. Guftav Schlipmanns Verlagsbud- 
handlung (Guftad Fi). Leipzig und Hamburg. 110 Seiten 5X734. Preis: 
Kartoniert, RM. 1.40; Gangleinen, 2.40. 

GS ift fchade, dah dieS Buch erfchienen ijt. Fiir gewodhnlicde Lefer beftimmt, 
wird e8 gewif vielen den findliden Glauben an die Schrift nehmen. C8 entftellt 
die Lehre bon der Verbalinfpiration, findet Widerjpriice in der Sdhrift, wo fie 
nidt vorhanden find, und baut Schwierigfeiten auf, die ein gvilfidhriger Iuthe- 
rifdher RKonfirmand mit Lcichtigteit lbfen follte. C8 ftdipt das Fundament de8 
Chriftentums um. C8 ware dem Verfaffer ftarf gu raten, Rohnert und Gaugen 
gu ftudieren oder aud) Pieper Dogmatif, vor allem aber die Schrift felber. Wud) 
wire 3u wiinfden, dah ein bibelgliubiger Gelehrter Deutfdlands alS Antidot ein 
Bud gur Cinleitung in die Schrift fdriebe. P¥.EKregmann. 


God, the Christlike. By J. R. Cameron, Litt. D. Cokesbury Press, Nash- 


ville, Tenn. 242 pages, 6X9. Price, $2.00. 

Dr. Cameron is a Presbyterian minister in the Church of Scotland, 
pastor of a large parish, and a prolific writer. His present volume con- 
sists of a number of sermonic lectures in which, as he tells us, he purposes 
to picture God’s own glorious image as it shines forth in Christ Jesus, es- 
pecially in His grace and love. Of the nine chapters that make up the 
volume perhaps only those on the “Forgiveness of Sin” and “God in Christ 
Reconciling the World to Himself” are of help to the reader in grasping 
somewhat what the author really means to say. But even here, though, 
as everywhere else in the book, the tone is reverent, the terminology, to 
a large extent, that of orthodox teachers, and the discussion is kept within 
Biblical quotations and illustrations, there is a vagueness and haziness of 
thought and expression that makes one wonder just what the author be- 
lieves with regard to these great doctrines. He constantly speaks of the 
Sonship of Christ, of His at-one-ment with God, of His cross and recon- 
ciliation, yet what these terms, in the final analysis, stand for, one can 
hardly learn from the book. On page 179 the writer says: “Such was the 
conclusion of the work which Jesus wrougiut out and contributed to the 
being and purpose of God. He gave it as a finished thing to the life and 
character and even to the personality of the Divine that shapes our end. 
His words and deeds and death were not merely an interpretation of God, 
but a proclamation, fraught with the content and consistence of divine 
reality. God to our view would be an unfinished, incomplete existence 
without Jesus Christ, even as Christ would be unfinished and impossible 
without God.” We pity the parishioners who are supposed to learn the 
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way to salvation from such confusion and perissology. On page 229 we 
are told: “Grace is the Spirit of God at work on the fashioning of the 
soul into the likeness of Jesus.” On page 214: “Christ’s ministry issued 
from self-mastery, that again issued from His contested, but commanding 
faith in God.” On page 116: “Repentance means the moving of the moral 
center away from self to God. It is the resolute return of the soul to God.” 
But enough! Books like Cameron’s God, the Christlike, remind Lutherans 
of their sacred duty to proclaim the precious message of “God’s Word and 
Luther’s doctrine pure” all the more clearly and vigorously in this country 
to offset the fatal consequences of sermons and books that are neither clear 
nor orthodox nor worthy of perusal for any other good reason. 
J. T. MUELLER. 


Lehrbud der Dogmengefhidte. Von Reinhold SGeeberg. Dritter Band: 
nDie Dogmengefdhidte deS Mittelalters.” Bierte, neu durdgearbeitete 
AUuflage. XVII und 797 Seiten. Preis, geheftet: M. 27; gebunden: 
M. 30. — Qierter Band, erfte Wbteilung: ,Die Lehre Quthers.” Vierte, 
neu durdhgearbeitete Wuflage. XII und 479 Seiten. Preis, gebheftet: 
M. 13.20; gebunden: M. 15.40. UW. Deithertfde BVerlagshudbandlung, 
Leipzig. 

Diefe beiden Biicher, deren Regenfion fic) ungebiihrlic) lange verzigert hat, 
bilden einen Teil deS Werkes, im ganjen fiinf Bande umfaffend, das der fiirglic 
geftorbene Berliner Profeffor Reinhold Secberg fdon im Yahre 1889 mit einer 
Revifion der Dogmengefdhidte bon Thomafius begann, twworaus dann aber {pater 
dieS fein eigenes Werk entfprang. Nur diefe beiden Bande liegen in vierter Auf- 
lage bor; ob auch der lekte Band jekt noch in neuer Bearbeitung folgen wird, ift 
mir nidt befannt. 

Gs ift ein monumentales Werk, wofiir wir dem Berfaffer bleibenden Dant 
fhulden. €8 ift entfdieden das Befte, was un8 auf dem Gebiet der Dogmen- 
gefhicte geboten wird. C8 wire ju wiinfden, dak SeebergS Werk die Dogmen- 
Gefdhidte Harnads und Loofs’ immer mehr verdriangte. 

Freilich, aud) Seeberg ift liberal; dod im Vergleid) mit andern ift er iiberaus 
fonfervativ gu nennen. Wher auch er fann — und will — fich nidt von der moz- 
dernen ReligionSphilofophie loSmaden. Das tritt in dem ganjen Werk gutage. 
Son in den einleitenden Kapiteln; er findet pofitive Vorarbeit fiir das Chriften- 
tum im Seidentum. ,Die Einheit und die Erhabenheit Gottes, der Wert der Seele 
und de8 inwendigen Leben8, die Sehnfucdht nad dem perfinliden Erleben Gottes, 
die Unfdhauung von der einen Menjfdheit, die aus einander wefentlid) gleiden 
Briidern befteht, die Pflicdht der Ergebung in den Willen der Gottheit: das waren 
Gedanfen, die man einem Strombett vergleiden fann, da bereit lag, die Fluten 
deS Changeliums in fid) aufgunehmen. Obne diefe Vorbereitung wire geradegu 
der Cingang, den da8 Chriftentum in der Welt fand, undenfbar” (1,48). Die 
Verbalin{piration ift Seeberg nur Hypothefe (1,2); er teilt, wenn aud) gemafiat, 
die Unfidht der hiheren Kritifer in begug auf Entftehung deS Neuen Teftaments 
(1,77, Fubnote). Verfehrt urteilt er iiber Chrifti Gottheit: ,Sohn Gottes ift 
Chriftus als der, der den Snhalt und die Untriebe feiner Seele aus Gott sieht 
und der dabher in GotteS Geift oder Kraft lebt und wirtt. Er hat von feiner 
Cinheit mit Gott gewubt; ,e8 ift das Erlebnis BEfu bei feiner Taufe, das den 
SHliifiel gum Verftindnis feines itbermenfdliden Selbftbetwuktfeins darbietet“ 
(I, 69. 70). Paulus hat nad Seeberg dafiirgehalten, dak der Davidide JEfus- 
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erft dDurd) feine Wuferftehung gum Gottesfohn wurde (I, 91). Wuch Seeberg findet 
die satisfactio vicaria nidt in der Schrift; der bis in den Tod hinein bewahrte 
Gehorfam Chrifti madht ihn gum Siihner (iaothquov ijt maSfulinifd gu nehmen, 
Rim. 3,25); er fteht als Biirge deS Menjfcengefdhlehts vor Gott, um deffent- 
willen Gott un, deren Vollendung im Guten durch Chriftus garantiert ift, gnidig 
ift (I, 98). Jm ganjen muf auch in bezug auf die vorliegenden revidierten Bande 
Die Kritit ftehenbleiben, die in ,Lehre und Webhre”, 66, 515, an der dritten Auf: 
lage geiibt wurde, obgleid) mance der Stellen, die D. Bente dort anftach, hier ge- 
dnbdert worden find. 

Man darf alfo feine lutherifche Dogmatit aud) nicht bet Seeberg lernen wollen; 
wer aber feine Dogmatif fennt, wird in diefen Banden geniigend Stoff 3u jabhre- 
langem Studium finden. Denfe auch niemand, dak dieS ettwa troden und un- 
intereffant fein miiffe; im Gegenteil, Gefdhidte ift immer intereffant, einerlet wo 
man fie angreift. Und Seebergs Darlegung, wie fic) die Kirche gu immer flarerem 
Verftindnis der Lehre Chrifti durdgerungen und, durch die Ungriffe falfcher Lehrer 
dazu gedrungen, Diefe immer genauer formuliert hat, ift mit das Bntereffantefte 
in der ganjen Rirchengefdhidte. Und das Niiklidfte; man muf ja wahrnehmen, 
ntvie ftart rein politijde und aud) unlautere perjinlice Motive, die vis inertiae 
und ftumpfeS Parteiwefen, bei der Entftehung der Dogmen twirkfam gewefen find’, 
und finnte dadurd mit Miptrauen gegen die Dogmen jelber erfiillt werden. Aber 
dann fieht man auch, ,dak Gottes Wirken fic) auch der VBifen und der Stumpfen 
al8 Werfzeuge bedient”. ,Nidt egoiftifde Launen und nicht politifhe Velleititen 
find die Vaumeifter Der Dogmen, fondern da$ religidfe Leben der Gemeinde. Wer 
das im Auge behalt, wird jene einzelnen und zufilligen Motive, die auf die Ent- 
ftehung der Dogmen einwirfen, nicht iiberfdhiken gegeniiber der Wucht gefdict- 
lichen Gefamtleben$, da fic) dabet auSwirft. Nicht dak cin Mann namens Arius 
fo und ein anbderer namen3 Athanafius anders dadhte, nicht dak ein Kaifer namens 
Konftantin ein politifdes Bntereffe an der Cinheit der Chriftenheit befap, hat 
daS Nizinum hervorgebracht, fondern all diefe Perfonen mit ihrer Kraft und ihren 
itberlegungen waren in Wirklidfeit nur Werkjeuge, durd) die fic) ein grofer Pro- 
seh mit innerer Notiwendigheit durcdhfekte. Gewif wire das ohne diefe Fiihrer 
nicht fo gefchehen, wie e8 gefdehen ift, aber fie waren im Grunde nidt die Herren, 
fondern die Diener der gefdhidtliden Entwidlung; fie haben die Tatfacen hervor- 
gebracht, aber al8 hervorragende Mittel, nidt als Erzeuger. Man fann die Wahr- 
eit, die im Gedanfen der ,Helden‘ liegt, nicht leicht itberfdhigen; aber man fann 
fie aud) nicht gritndlider mipverftehen, al8 wenn man um ibretivillen die Gefchicdte 
in eine Sammlung von Heroengefdicten auflift, die alle, wie das Marden, be- 
ginnen mit ,€8 war einmal ein Mann‘. Nicht die einzelnen Manner und nicht 
die Parteien, ja nicht einmal die eingelnen Generationen machen die Gefchichte, 
fondern fie ift das geiftige Leben der Gefamtbheit, das fich in der Weehfelwirfung 
feiner Glieder und in der diefe bedingenden Fortwirfung de§ Erwerbes der Ver- 
gangenheit in der Gegenwart volljieht” (1,7). Auch die Dogmengefdicte, wenn 
recht befehen, mug uns ftirfen in unferm Bertrauen auf den groken OHErrn der 
Kirche, der niiber alle Kreaturen madhtiglich herrjdt, infonderheit aber feine Kirche 
regiert und fdiigt’. 

Jn diefen beiden neu revidierten Banden wird die Erhaltung, Umbildung 
und Fortbildbung deS Dogmas in der mittelalterliden Kirche und die Lehre Luthers 
ausgefithrt. Beranlaffung gu einer Neuauflage war da8 Ergebni8 neuer For- 
fehungen, die befonderS in begug auf daS Btittelalter und da8 Beitalter der Re- 
formation fo biel Neues produgiert haben. Das Mittelalter wird in der Dogmen- 





Book Review. — Giteratur. 


gefdhidte haufig etwas haftig abgemadt; man halt e8 fiir eine tote, unfrudtbare 
Beit, die fiir die weitere Entwidlung nur negativen Wert habe. Seeberg will 
geigen, Daf dDieS Yahrtaufend vielmehr die Grundlage deS heutigen abendlindifden 
Geiftes und feiner Kultur gejdhaffen hat. Der Band ift in der iberarbeitung 
um 126 Seiten bermehrt worden. Nad einer Cinleitung, in der er den Bufammen- 
ftoB deS germanifden Geiftes mit dem iiberlieferten abendlindifdhen Chriftentum 
gefhildert hat, redet er von Lehre und Lebrdifferenjen in der Rarolingerseit 
(46—111), dem Gegenfak swifden piaipftlider Theofratie und dem Staat 
(112—296), der piapftliden Univerfalmonardie und der Bliitezeit der Scholaftit 
(297—572), und dem Berfall der papftliden Univerfalmonarcie und de$ feho- 
laftifhen Shftem$. Diefer Band reprafentiert meines Cradten8 das Befte im 
ganjen Werf. Der vierte Band leidet darunter, dak aud) Seeberg die Lehre 
Luther$ feineSwegs villig verfteht. Mir fdheint, der Grundfebler bei fo vielen der 
mobdernen Qutherforfder liegt darin, dah fie, wenn fie bon Luther$ Lehre reden, 
e8 einfac) nit faffen finnen, dag ein fo grundgelehrter Mann wie Luther — 
Seeberg betont befonder$S Luthers wahre Gelehrfamfeit — den Kleinen RKatechis- 
mus nicht nur fiir andere Leute, fondern auch fiir fic) felber gefdrieben hat, dag 
diefer auch fein GlaubenSbefenntnis ift. Bor Luther philofophiert gu viel; man 
wittert bei ihm immer allerlei theologifdhe Geheimniffe, die man nun ergriinden 
und Harlegen muf. Dabet lGuft dann immer allerlet mit unter, woran Luther 
nie gedadt hat und twogegen er fic) gang entfdhieden gewehrt haben wiirde. — 
Uudh diefer Band ift um 86 Seiten vermehrt worden. 

Diefe VBefpredhung ift etwas lang geworden; e8$ fei aber zum Sdluk nod 
einmal betont: Wer fish fiir Dogmengefdhidte intereffiert, findet in Seebergs 


Werk das Befte, was bhisher geliefert worden ift and vorausfidtlid) aud) nit 
fo bald iibertroffen twerden twird. Theo. Hoyer. 


Das Wort fie follen laffen ftahn! Beitfragen im Lichte der Bibel. Heft 1: 
Wider das neue Chriftentum.” Von Heinridh Stallmann. 2 
Seiten 6X9. Heft 2: ,ASmuffen und die Orthodozie.” Neue theologifde 
Uuseinanderfegung bon J. Kir ften. 20 Seiten 6X9. Preis: 50 Hefte 
RM. 13.50. Werlag de Schriftenvereins (€. Karner), Bwidau, Sachfen. 


Diefe beiden in hitbfdher WuSsftattung und trefflidem Drud erfdeinenden 
Profdiiren verdienen eS, aud in unfern Kreifen verbreitet und gelefen gu werden. 
P. Stallmann’8 Arbeit wendet fich befonderS gegen die unglaubigen Wnfdauungen, 
die Rofenberg vertritt, wabhrend P. Kirften die Stellung der fogenannten Befennt- 
ni8fynode der deutfden evangelifden Rirdhe priift und den Syntreti8mus, den fie 
an den Tag legt, verurteilt. Hier wird dem deutiden Bolf geboten, was e8 
nitig bat. W.Urndt. 


Be of Good Cheer. Sermons of Good Cheer. By Rev. Herbert W. Bieber, 
D.D. 98 pages, 54,X7%,. Wm.B. Eerdmans Publishing Co., Grand 
Rapids, Mich. Price: Paper, 60 cts.; cloth, $1.00. 

This is a collection of six sermons, evidently written by a Fundamen- 
talist, but of a very unique kind. Not only is the author’s use of the term 
“Cheerio” and of Greek words throughout his sermons striking, but his 
repeated references to a coming millennium cannot be supported by the con- 
sensus of Bible-passages, and his sermon on “The Value of Numbers” is 
fantastic, to say the least; for certain numbers of the Bible may have 
a supportable significance, but not in the combinations suggested by this 
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author. However, there are redeeming features in the book, such as the 
statement: “The Gospel consists of two parts, the work of the Cross for 
me and the work of the Holy Spirit m me.” (P.22.) Again: “The cov- 
enant is based on the blood of Christ. It has been ratified and made un- 
alterably sure by the resurrection. God bound Himself by this everlasting 
covenant.” (P.69f.) The author clearly believes with all his heart in the 
substitutionary atonement, and that is one reason for rejoicing. 
P. E. KRETZMANN. 


Thy Word Hath Quickened Me. By Paul FE. Kretemann. Printery of 
St. Peter’s Lutheran Church, Scribner, Nebr. 150 pages, 414 X7, 
plus 34 pages in the German appendix. Price: $1.25, imitation 
leather; $2.00, full leather. 


This book is, as the author states in the subtitle, a handbook for the 
pastor in the sick-room and offers various forms for both ordinary and 
unusual occasions. It is divided into six sections, the first offering short 
devotions and meditations on a number of Scripture-texts; the second, 
Bible-texts for beauty and comfort; the third, prayers for and with the 
sick; the fourth, hymn stanzas for the sick-room; the fifth, words of 
encouragement for the dying and the consecration of the dying; the sixth, 
forms for various occasions. We note especially two forms for the recep- 
tion of adults, a burial form for a still-born child, and prayers for various 
church societies. The German appendix offers meditations, a number of 
prayers, and a brief form for sick-communion. We recommend the book 
to all our pastors. THEO. LAETSCH. 


The Office of Elders. By J. Holstein. G.W. Lobeck, Publisher, Scribner, 
Nebr. 15 pages, 44%,X7. Price: 15 cts. per copy; 12 cts. in quan- 
tities of ten or more; 10 cts. in quantities of 25 or more, postpaid 
on receipt of price. 


This paper was read by Pastor Holstein before the Northern Nebraska 
Conference and published by request of the brethren. It is a simple dis- 
cussion of a topic which should be of interest to pastors and to congrega- 
tions as well. It would be well if all elders in our circles were familiar 
with the truths here presented. P. E. KRETZMANN. 


Systematic Bible Course for Daily Vacation Bible-Schools and 
Sunday-Schools. By Alveretta W. Bouman. Vol.I: Beginner and 
Primary Grades. Wm. B. Eerdmans Publishing Co., Grand Rapids, 
Mich. 269 pages, 6X9. Price, $1.50. 


If one wants to find out what others are doing in vacation-schools and 
similar institutions, this volume will give him full information. Sugges- 
tions as to methods included in this book are worthy of careful considera- 
tion, and certain other hints may prove valuable. But the religion which 
is offered in the lessons is not that of the atonement, but a diluted evan- 
gelical Christianity, which will never bring the children to Christ and His 
blood. As for many of the story outlines, it seems that the kernel often 
can hardly be found because of the thickness of the shell. 

P. E. KRETZMANN. 
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Miracles in a Doctor’s Life. By Walter Lewis Wilson, M.D. The Bible 
Institute Colportage Association, Chicago. 120 pages, 4%,x6%. 
Price, 20 cts. Order through Concordia Publishing House, St. 
Louis, Mo. 

This is book No. 167 in the Moody Colportage Library. It contains 
more than twenty reports in story form of wonderful conversions. The 
man who tells them is Dr. W. L. Wilson, a physician of Kansas City, who 
at the same time is a religious broadcaster. The message of the book is 
the vicarious atonement of Christ and salvation by Him through means 
of the Gospel, through which the Holy Spirit operates in the heart of the 
sinner. Any pastor or layman who reads this book will be encouraged 
in the work of personal evangelism. J. H. C. Frrrz. 


Teaching Junior Boys and Girls. By Mildred Moody Eakin. The 
Methodist Book Concern. 277 pages, 44%X7. Price, $1.10. 

This is one of the books in the Standard Course in Leadership Training 
outlined and approved by the International Council of Religious Education. 
As is usual in books of this kind, there are valuable suggestions on various 
methods of stimulating the self-activity of Juniors, on establishing contact 
with the pupils of this age, on gaining and maintaining their interest and 
attention. Yet the self-activity of the pupil is to my mind overstressed, 
and, above all, the purpose of teaching religion is regarded as consisting 
chiefly in teaching men to live happily together, to enjoy nature, to wor- 
ship the God of Nature, who is at the same time the loving Father of all 
mankind. The eternal truths of sin and grave, the saving doctrine of 
Christ’s atoning sacrifice, are no longer needed in teaching religion to Ju- 
nior boys and girls! THEO. LAETSCH. 


Royal Gem Series. By Frances Ridley Havergal. The Warner Press, 
Anderson, Ind. 94 pages each, 7434. Price, each 50 cts. Order 
from Concordia Publishing House, St. Louis, Mo. 

The Royal Invitation. Daily Thoughts on Coming to Christ. 
31 devotions. 

My King. Daily Thoughts for the King’s Children. 36 devotions. 

Royal Bounty. Evening Thoughts for the King’s Guests. 31 de- 
votions. 

Kept for the Master’s Use. 13 devotions based on her hymn 
“Take My Life and Let It Be.” 

Royal Commandments. Morning Thoughts for the King’s Ser- 
vants. 31 devotions. 


Frances Ridley Havergal (1836—1879) is well known as a writer of 
devotional hymns; but this set of books containing daily meditations is 
evidence of her talent in another direction and shows that amid her various 
cultural activities — she was an unusual linguist (Welsh, French, Italian, 
Latin, Greek, and Hebrew were among her acquirements) and a highly 
gifted musician — she took time to search the Scriptures. Her Bible, noted 
and underlined, is the best proof that she applied herself to this study very 
conscientiously. Our pastors will find many uses for these books. The 
Warner Press is to be complimented for issuing this series in handsome, 
yet inexpensive form. W. G. Ponack. 
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Curriculum in Music for Lutheran Schools. By H. M. Zurstadt, Mil- 
waukee, Wis. Concordia Publishing House, St. Louis, Mo. 1936. 
26 pages, 81%44,X10%. Price, 30 cts. 

This latest pamphlet in the series on the curriculum for Lutheran 
schools is a most welcome addition. It presents not only the aims in the 
teaching of music in general, but also the specific goals connected with 
the course in music in our own parish-schools. This means that the ac- 
tivities suggested will actually introduce the children to the treasures of 
Lutheran music and hymnody. In addition, there is a fine section on the 
Lutheran liturgy, with such explanations as will enable the pupils to take 
an intelligent part in the various services of the congregation. The sugges- 
tions throughout are in agreement with the best usage in the Lutheran 
Church. P. E, KRETZMANN. 

BOOKS RECEIVED. 

The Biblical Basis of the Constitution. By Dan Gilbert. The 
Danielle Publishers, San Diego, Cal. 83 pages, 51448. Price: Paper, 
50 cts.; cloth, $1.00. 


From the Wm. B. Eerdmans Publishing Company, Grand Rapids, Mich. : — 
A Song Forever. By Paul Hutchens. 213 pages, 544X7%. Price, 
00. 


Fairest of All, and Other Sermons. By Dr. Herbert Lockyer. 157 
pages, 514X734. Price, $1.00. 

Until the Flood, and Other Sermons. By John H. McComb. 107 
pages, 54%4,X7%,. Price, $1.00. 


Luthertum fiir Marz enthalt einen recht anregenden Artifel von Hans 
Rauerer iiber ,Die Sdhwadhheit der Kirche” (2 Kor. 4, 7) fowie einen giveiten bon 
H. €. Weber iiber , Martin Kahler als lutherifder Theolog”. Die Margnummer 
der Theologie der Gegenwart enthilt widtige Befprecdhungen von Biidern _ 
hriftlide Ruut. i 
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